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Abstract

A factor copula model is proposed in which factors are either simulable or estimable from
exogenous information. Point estimation and inference are based on a simulated methods of
moments (SMM) approach with non-overlapping simulation draws. Consistency and limiting
normality of the estimator is established and the validity of bootstrap standard errors is shown.
Doing so, previous results from the literature are verified under low-level conditions imposed
on the individual components of the factor structure. Monte Carlo evidence confirms the
accuracy of the asymptotic theory in finite samples and an empirical application illustrates

the usefulness of the model to explain the cross-sectional dependence between stock returns.
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1 Introduction

Factor copula models have been successfully introduced as a means to cope with data of high

cross-sectional dimensionality; see, e.g., Krupskii and Joe| (2013)), |(Creal and Tsay| (2015), and

land Patton| (2017). The use of a latent factor structure offers an economically intuitive yet flexible

way to multivariate modeling that parsimoniously handles commonly encountered characteristics
of financial time series like, for example, the tail asymmetry and tail dependence described by

(1994). Recently, some research effort has been devoted to incorporate time variation and

exogenous information to factor copula models; see, e.g., |Creal and Tsay| (2015, [Oh and Patton

(2018)), |Opschoor et al.| (2020), and Krupskii and Joe| (2020). Among these studies, the closest to

ours are the investigations of |(Oh and Patton| (2018) and |Opschoor et al| (2020), who, by utilizing

the generalized autoregressive score (GAS) framework of Creal et al.| (2013)), consider specifications

with latent factors and time-varying loadings that may depend on exogenous information. We

contribute to this literature by introducing a class of factor copula models with exogenous, (partly)

observable factors, an idea reminiscent of [Bernanke et al.| (2005)), Boivin et al| (2009), and

land Watson| (2005). Thus, contrary to the above cited factor copula models, we take a step back

and treat the, possibly group-specific, loadings as time-invariant constants—a concession in the

name of tractability that frees us from the necessity of specifying parametric marginals [e.g.,

land Patton| (2018)] or a closed form likelihood of the copula [e.g., [Opschoor et al| (2020)] and

thereby allows for a large variety of ‘covariate-augmented’ factor copulas, nesting the model [Oh]

land Patton| (2017) as a special case.

Since the copula likelihood is rarely available in closed form for the model class considered here,

an SMM framework for estimation and inference is proposed which uses the general principles out-

lined by |Oh and Patton! (2013)). Our main contribution is a novel distinction between simulable

factors and factors that are estimable from exogenous information. Following the seminal SMM

literature of [McFadden| (1989)), [Pakes and Pollard| (1989), and (1992), we exploit the benefits

from non-overlapping simulation draws. The incorporation of exogenous covariates considerably



complicates the development of an asymptotic theory as many arguments made by |Oh and Patton

(2013)) do not apply. Nevertheless, we show that all technical hurdles can be overcome by com-

bining recent developments from copula empirical process theory [see, e.g., Biicher and Volgushev|

(2013), Berghaus et al|(2017), and Neumeyer et al|(2019)] with a seminal result for extremum es-

timation with nonsmooth objective function due to Newey and McFadden| (1994). In consequence,

consistency, limiting normality, and validity of bootstrap standard errors are established. In doing
so, we derive the stochastic equicontinuity of the objective function from primitive conditions on

the distributional characteristics of the factor structure using the functional central limit theorem

(FCLT) of |Andrews and Pollard| (1994) for a-mixing triangular arrays. The theory developed here

verifies earlier equicontinuity results from the literature that made use of high-level conditions;

see, e.g., [Oh and Patton| (2013), Manner et al| (2019), and Manner et al.| (forthcoming). Since

stochastic equicontinuity is an essential ingredient of the asymptotic theory that links pointwise
and uniform properties, more primitive conditions are of utmost interest. An application to de-
pendence modeling of a cross-section of stock returns of eleven financial companies illustrates the
theoretical results and highlights how the incorporation of estimable factors can help to achieve
improvements in model performance.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section [2] introduces the model. The main
results for SMM estimation and inference are contained in SectionBl A small Monte Carlo exercise
is conducted in Section [ and an empirical application can be found in Section[5] Section [6] briefly

summarizes and concludes the paper.

2 The model

Our aim is to capture the dependence structure among the cross-sectional entities of the nx 1 vector
of financial assets Y; == (Y14,...,Y,)" in time-period ¢ € {1,...,T}, conditional on the available
information F; := U({Yj*,Yj,l : j < t}), where Y;" represents a vector of exogenous regressors.

Assuming that the marginal conditional distributions Y; ; | F; ~ H;; are continuous, we can follow



Patton| (2006) and uniquely decompose the joint conditional distribution Y; | F; ~ Hy into its
n margins and a copula function C; : [0,1]™ — [0, 1] that completely describes the dependence
conditionally on Fy; ie., ¥y | Fy ~ C{H1,:(Y1,4),...,Hnt(Yn) | Fi}. For each of the i € {1,...,n}

assets, we assume a parametric location-scale specification

Yie = p1,i(Re, Moyi) + p2,i(Rey X0,i) it (2.1)

where R, is an Fi-measurable K7 x 1 vector of regressors and the innovations {n;; : t > 1} are
i.i.d. and independent of F; for each ¢ € {1,...,n}. The parametric first and second moments
L, J € {1,2}, are known up to the r x 1 parameter vector Ao ; == (Ao,i1,---5A0,i,r) € Ao, CR".
Equation allows for several commonly encountered ARMA-GARCH specifications; see, e.g.,
Chen and Fan| (2006) and [Fan and Patton| (2014, section 2.1) for a similar setting.

Assuming continuous margins F;(n;; < x) := P(n;¢ < z), i € {1,...,n}, we can rephrase the

conditional joint distribution as

Yi | Fe~ C{Fi(me), - Fnne) | Re} = C{F1(m14),-- s Frn(Mne)}- (2.2)

While the effect of R; on the margins has been completely removed by the use of the location-scale
model , the joint cross-sectional distribution of n: == (14, ...,7Mn¢) is allowed to depend on
some ‘exogenous’ vector Z;. Concerning the notion of exogeneity associated with Z;, two cases—
labeled type 1 and type 2—are considered: 1) Z; is said to be of type 1 if it is a sub-vector of Ry;
2) Z, is said to be of type 2 if it is independent of R;. It should be noted that a type 2 regressor
can affect the margins of 7; ;, whereas any effect on the margins has been filtered out in the former
case. Specifications similar to the first scenario can be found, for example, in|Oh and Patton| (2018))
or [Opschoor et al| (2020), who consider a conditional copula C(6p+) indexed by a time-varying
copula parameter 6g; = 0(Z;) that is driven by GAS-dynamics so that Z; = (n],...,7m;,_1). An

immediate implication of a type 2 regressor is that C; reduces to its unconditional counterpart

Clua, ... up) =P(Fi(me) <ut,...,Fr(ne) < uy).

Since one obtains C directly by integrating out Z; if the regressor is of type 1, the above distinction,



though conceptually important, will turn out to be almost immaterial for the purpose of estimation
and inference based on the unconditional copula.

We assume that C can be generated from an auxiliary factor model via
G(x1,...,2n) = C{G1(21),...,Gn(zn)}, z; €R, (2.3)
where G;(x;) == P(X, ; < z;) represents the i-th margin of
Xt =ag,; Fy + by, Zy + iy (2.4)

and G(z) = P(X1: < z1,..., Xt < xp), ¢ = (z1,...,2,)" € R, is the corresponding joint
distribution. It is crucial to stress that the margins G;, i € {1,...,n} can differ from the univariate
distributions of the observed data and are not of interest here. Rather, equation serves as
a means to generate the copula C that determines the joint distribution. The peculiar feature of
equation , and the main contribution of this paper, is the distinction between simulable and
observable factors: while F} == (Fy1,...,F;p,) is a py X 1 vector of latent random variables with
known parametric distribution, the pg x 1 vector Z; := (Zs1,..., Zsp,)" is estimable from observed

data. More specifically, both F; and ¢; + are i.7.d. with parametric distributions
DE(Z‘, 50) = P(gi,t S Z‘), DF,](J"7 rYO,j) = P(Ft,j S Jf), .] € {17 e ap(x}a

which are partially known up to the ps x 1 vector &y := (0,1, ...,00,p;) and the pap, x 1 vector
Y0 = (Yo15-+5Y0p.)» With v = (y0,.1,---,70,4p,) s respectively. On the other hand, the
distribution of the vector Z; is unknown but we assume that its components can be represented as

1.7.d. Innovations

Zt’j = Zt’j(Vo) = Wt’j — O’j(Mt,VO’j), ] c {17 A ,pﬁ}, (25)

where the K5 x 1 vector M; comprises short-range dependent covariates (possibly including lagged
values of Wy = (Wi 1,..., W, p,)") and the parametric function o;(-, v, ;) is known up to the m x 1
vector vg j = (Vo j1,---,%0,5m) € Vo,; C R™. We cannot allow for both time-varying conditional

means and variances to ensure that the limiting distribution of the SMM estimator is unaffected



by the first step estimation of vy. Note, however, that several models with time-varying conditional
variance that obey Wy = & (M, 1) Zt, sup, , o(x,y) > 0, can be cast in form of by setting
W, = IOg\Wt|, ot(My, 1) = logat(My, 1), and Z; == |og|Zt|

As in |Oh and Patton (2017, section 4.2) and [Opschoor et al.| (2020, section 2.1.1), it is as-
sumed that the factor loadings ao; = (ao,i1,---,00,ip,) and bo; = (bo,i1,---,bo,ip,) can be
grouped into a small number of () group-specific coefficients ag4 = (@0,q,15---,Q0,q,p,)" and
Bo.q = (Bo,g,1--->Bo,qps) > 4 €1{1,...,Q}. Put differently, there exists a finite collection of disjoint
sets {G1,...,0¢} partitioning the cross-sectional index set {1,...,n} such that ap; = ag; = aoq
and by, = by ; = Po,q for any (i,7) € Gq, ¢ € {1,...,Q}. Importantly, this ‘block-equidependent’
factor structure implies that the number of latent marginals needed to be specified reduces from
n to @ distinct distributions Gy, ..., Gg, say, so that G;(z) = G;j(z) = G,4(z) for any (4,5) € Gq,

g €{1,...,Q}. Throughout, the group assignment is assumed to be known.

3 SMM-based estimation and inference

The object of interest is the p x 1 vector 0y = (g 1,801, - - -+ 4.+ 80,070, 99)" € © C RP, which,
in view of the latent factor structure (2.3)), collects all p = Q(pa + p3) + Papy + ps unknown
copula parameters. A different parameter vector 6 := (a1, 81, ..., g, Bg,7', ") € © gives rise to

an alternative factor structure

Xi t(dz) = a;Ft("}/) —+ b;Zt + Ei,t((s)a (36)

)

say, where the notational conventions X; .(d;), Fr(v) = (Fi1(71),-- -, Fip, (Vp. ), and ;(9) are
used to make the dependence of the various quantities on the (po + pg + papy + ps) x 1 vector
di = (ag, bj,~',6")" explicit; e.g., €;,:(5) ~ De(8) and Fy j(v;) ~ Dr;(v;), j € {1,... . pa}.

The block-equidependent design ensures that d; = d; = 6, for any (i,j) € G4, ¢ € {1,...,Q},

IThe argument is inspired by [Genest et al.| (2007), who propose this transformation in their example 1 to ensure
a nuisance-free distribution of the BDS-type test studied there; see also |Caporale et al| (2005) for a study of the

BDS test based on the logarithm of absolute GARCH(1,1)-residuals.
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0 By>0',7)" contains the parameters specific

where the (po + pg + paby + ps) X 1 vector 8, == («
to the g-th group. Thus, with a slight abuse of notation, 6 = Uqulﬁq. Equation (3.6), in turn,

generates a differently parametrized copula

C(U;l, ey Up; (9) = P{Gl(Xl,t(dl); dl) S ULy ooy Gn(Xn,t(dn)7dn) S Un} (3 7)
Gl(l',dz) = P{Xz7t(dz) S I’i}, (173 S [0, 1], 7 c {1, e ,n},
where G;(z;d;) = Gj(x;d;) = Gg(x;6,), say, for any (i,7) € Gq, ¢ € {1,...,Q}. The simulation-

based estimation achieves identification of § € © at 6y = UqQ:1907q, 00, = (0,45 B0.4:70590)"s by

exploiting assumption [A]
Assumption A

(A1) (4) The joint distribution F(z1,...,2,) = POm < 21,...,Mm < x,,) is continuous with
continuous marginal distributions F;(z;), ; € R, i € {1,...,n}.
(#4) The joint distribution G(z1,...,zn;0) = P(X1,4(d1) < z1,...,Xpn(dn) < x,) is contin-

uous with continuous marginal distributions G;(x;;d;), z; € R, i € {1,...,n}, uniformly

in 0 € ©.

(A2) (i) Clugy...,un) = Clug,...,up;00) for u; € [0,1], 2 € {1,...,n}, and 6y € © € RP; the
parameter space © is compact.

(#4) For any bivariate copula C; ;(u;,u;) = P(Viy < w;, Vi < uj) and G, ;(u;, uj;04) =

P(Um,s(@q) < ui7Uj,t,s(0q) < Uj), with (Z,]) € gq, q € {1,...,@}, it holds that

Cylui,uj) = Ci j(uisuj) = C; j(ui, uz;00,4) = Cqlui, ug;00,4)-

Assumption [A] formalizes the introductory notion of a factor copula; i.e., the unknown copula
C(uq,...,u,) and each of its bivariate sub-copulae C; ;(u;, u;) can be generated by a latent factor
structure for a suitable choice 0y € ©. Note that the number of distinct bivariate copulae reduces

from n(n — 1)/2 to @ block-specific copulae C1(6p,1),---,Co(bo,0)-



3.1 Independent simulations

Akin to the ‘independent simulation’ scheme known from classical SMM estimation [see, e.g. [Mc-
Fadden| (1989)), [Pakes and Pollard| (1989), and Lee| (1992))], we generate for a given candidate value

6 € © C RP a random sample {(Fs(7),€i1,5(0)) :t=1,...,T, s=1,...,S} to obtain
Xit,s(di) = a;Fys(7) + b Z¢ + €i,1,5(0), (3.8)

where Fy (7) = (Fi.s,1(71)s -+ Fr.s.p0 (Vp. ). Hence, we sample for each time period ¢ a new batch
of S random variables from D, and Dg,, j € {1,...,pa}. Note hat the underlying random draws
are held fix while 6 is allowed to vary over the compact set ©. This is important to ensure uniform
convergence of simulated moments and to facilitate convergence of the numerical optimization
routine used to find 6y; see |Gouriéroux and Monfort| (1997, p. 29) and |Pakes and Pollard, (1989,
p. 1048) for further remarks. More specifically, let DE_1 and D;}j denote the inverse distribution
functions of €; and F; j, j € {1,...,pq}, respectively. We may then write ¢; 4 ,(6) = D;l(sztys; 0)
and Fi 4(y) = D;l(Fzs;’y), with D;l(ths;v) = (D;711(th3,1;71), cee D;}pa (FY o p.ipa)) s Where
Ffy=(F ..., F,, ) and £, , denote independent draws of 4.i.d. standard uniform random
variates which are drawn once. Since Z; might be unobservable, we will replace the unknown
innovation with Z;(ir) == (Zi1(0r.1), - - .7ZAt’pﬁ(ﬁT’pﬁ))’, where Z; ;(v;) = Wi j — oj(My,v;), j €
{1,...,ps}, represents the generalized residual; the mpg x 1 vector i = (U, .. ., ’yT,pﬁ)/ collects

estimators oy ; = (Urj1,...,074m) s J € {1,...,p3}, of the components of the true mpg x 1

parameter vector vo := (11, ..., ,,) . Therefore, a feasible counterpart of (3.8) is obtained from

Xivo(di, i) = aiFy o(7) + b, Z,(07) + €i.1.5(5). (3.9)

3.2 The estimator

Throughout, the cross-sectional dimension n might be large but is considered fixed, while asymp-
totics are carried out as T" — oo; the number of simulation draws S is either fixed or a function of

T such that S :=S(T) — o0 as T — oo.



Similar to|/Oh and Patton! (2013)), estimation aims at minimizing the difference between empirical
and simulated rank dependence measures that only depend on the unknown copula. To illustrate,

suppose (i,7) € G, for some ¢ € {1,...,Q} and introduce the following two ¢ x 1 vectors
U1, (M Arg) = (D iy Mg )y Om e (i Ary))

and
Ur.sii(0g,07) = (1/;T,S,z',j,1(9q, D)y Vs (g, 7))

which collect bivariate dependence measures like, for example, Spearman’s rank correlation, quan-
tile dependence, and Kendall’s-tau; see, e.g., (Oh and Patton| (2013, p. 691). Formally, these
statistics shall be expressed with the help of a suitable collection of bivariate functions {py :
[0,1]? — R,1 < k < ¢} as follows

T

) SO 1 N o
U1 (i ATg) = > oe(Vie(Ara), Vie(Ar,j))
1t:1T < (3.10)
$r.5,0.5.8(0g, 07) = TS SN orUis(bg,01),Uj 1664, 1)),
t=1s=1

where Viyt(j\Tﬂ-), (A]Z-,Ls(@q, Ur) represent the rank of ﬁ”(S\Tl) =A{Y; ¢+ —p1,:(Ry, S\T)»L')}/,U,Qyi(Rt, S\Ti)
among {f;;(Ar;) : t = 1,...,T} and the rank of X;,.(8,,0r) among {X;;.(0,,0r) : t =
1,...,T;s=1,...,5}, respectively.

The ¢ different bivariate dependence measures are then aggregated according to the group-
specific factor structure. To provide some intuition, note that @T,m,k(S\T,i, 5\T7j) and &T,s,i’j,k(ﬁq, o),
ke {1,...,¢}, can be viewed as sample estimates of the population statistics E[¢r(V; ¢, V; )] and
Elor(Uit,s(04),Ujt,s(04))], with Vi ;s := Fi(nit), Uit,s(0q) = Gq(Xit,s(0q);0,) denoting the theo-
retical ranks. These statistics depend only on the bivariate copulae C4(u;, u;) and Cq(u;, uj;0,),
which, due to the identifying assumption exhibit within-group homogeneity; i.e., each of

the ¢ statistics depends on the cross-sectional index set {1,2,...,n} only via the group-identifier



ge{l,...,Q}:

Va.k(0) =E[pr(Uit,s(0q), Ujt.s(04))] = /[0 . o (i, uy)dCq(ui, ug; 0q)

(3.11)
s = ElprVias Vil = [ pusu)dCy ), K€ (L), ¥(.5) € Gy
0,1
Therefore, the following aggregation scheme of bivariate dependence measures is justified
¢TS(1(9 VT |g ZZ wTSz,j oanT)
9 1<z<g<n
( 2 ) i,j €Gq
(3.12)

qu({)\Tl.ZEQq <|g ) ZZ wTZ] )\Tza)\T]) qe{l }

1<i<j<n
2 4,J € Gq

We thus obtain the £ x 1, £ :== Q¥, vector of empirical dependence measures
dr(Ar) = Wra({Ari i€ G, dr (A i € Go})')'
for Ap == (;\’T’17 ey /A\’Tn)’ , and the ¢ x 1 vector of simulated dependence measures

Ur.s(0,07) = (Vr.s1(01,07), ..., br.s.00q, i),

respectively. Taking the preceding into account, we can, for some stochastically bounded and

positive-definite weight matrix WT, s, define the SMM estimator as the minimizer

Or,s = argmin Az s(0, Ar, i), (3.13)
feo

where

Ar5(0,Ar, 7)== 1,50, Ap, 7)) Wr sV 5(0, A, D7),

with Wy 5(0, A, o) dbr (Ar) — dr5(0, 7).

3.3 Limiting normality

As pointed out by|Oh and Patton| (2013, the objective function is non-differentiable and, in general,
does not posses a population counterpart in known closed form. Thus, some care is required in

deriving the asymptotic distribution of GAT,S. Due to the mutual dependence on the covariate,

10



1,@T(;\T) and 1/3T75(9, pr) are not independent, which considerably complicates the analysis and
precludes a direct application of the arguments developed by the aforementioned authors. To shed
some light, let us recall from Newey and McFadden| (1994) that two crucial high-level conditions
for asymptotic normality of \/T(éT,S — 0p) are (1) limiting normality of the normalized sample
‘moments’ v/TWr (6, Ar, br) evaluated at 6 = 6y and (2) the stochastic equicontinuity of random
map 6 — \/T@Tﬁ(ﬂ, M, Dr). Both conditions are shown to be closely tied to the limiting behaviour

of the triangular-array empirical process
Br s, (wi, wj; 04, A1y Ar 5, 1)

T tz i) < Fr(uss Arg),ige(Arg) < Frj(ugsArg)} (3.14)

S
Z {le s(0g, D7) < C;,S,i(ui“gqaf/T) s (0, 07) < G (U‘]’0¢17VT)}]

C/) \

where H™ (p) == inf{z € R : H(z) > p, p € (0,1]} denotes the left-continuous generalized inverse
function of a distribution function H, and

T
. N 1
Frok(z; A7) Z*TE {0, ( /\kT)<iL’} GTSk(CC 04, 07) *fT E E 1{ths 0q,07) < x},
t=1 t=1s=1

for x € R, k € {i,j}, with (4,5) € Gq, ¢ € {1,...,Q}. More specifically, taking [Fermanian et al.
(2004} theorem 6) and Biicher and Segers| (2013, Lemma 7.2) into account, we can express the
k-th entry of @T7S7i,j(9q, 5\T7i, ;\T,j, pr) = ﬁT,m(;\T’i, 5\T,j) — zﬁn&i,j (04, D7) as a Lebesgue-Stieltjes

integral

VTU7.5, 5600, A1y At j, 7)) = /[ - B s.i.j (i, w55 0 Mois Mg, o) Aok (ui, ug) + 0p(1) (3.15)
0,1

for k € {1,...,¢}. Hence, the limiting distribution of \/T\i/ns(eo, A7, Dr) can be deduced from the
weak convergence of the process {Br.g.; j(ui, uj; 00.g, A1is A1j, D7) = wis uj € [0,1]}, which is readily
recognized as the difference between two empirical copula processes. Since filtered data is used, an
invariance result with respect to the corresponding statistics based on the unknown counterparts is
desirable. If empirical and simulated rank statistics are independent, then it suffices to show that

the empirical copula processes based on ‘A/“(XTZ) and Ui,t,s(%,q, D7) share the same weak limit; a

11



proof strategy employed by |Oh and Patton| (2013]) who argue along the lines of [Rémillard| (2017).

Here, we require the somewhat stronger notion of uniform asymptotic negligibility; i.e., we show,

under sufficient regularity of the data, that

sup sup |IB%T757i,j(ui,uj;0q,5\T,i,5\T,j,z?T) 7BT,S,i,j(uiauj;gqa)\0,%}\0,]’71/0)‘ = Op(l), (*)
Ui, Ui € [0,1] Gq €O

for each (i,7) € Gy, ¢ € {1,...,Q}. There exist already similar results in the literature for S-mixing

processes [see Neumeyer et al.| (2019)) and |Chen et al.| (2020) who rely on Dette et al.| (2009)) and

|Akritas and Van Keilegom| (2001, lemma 1)]; the underlying stochastic equicontinuity result of

Doukhan et al.| (1995) is, however, not directly applicable to the triangular-array case considered

here. In order to overcome this difficulty, we resort to the FCLT of |Andrews and Pollard| (1994,

theorem 2.2). The following regularity conditions are assumed to hold:

Assumption B

(B1) {Z:; :t > 1}, {F; : t > 1} and {&; : t > 1} are mutually independent i.i.d. sequences with

gipLej, i, €{l,...,n}and Fy; L Fyj, 1,5 €{1,...,pa};
(B2) {X¢,m:t > 1} is an d.i.d. sequence.

Assumption C For each ¢ € {1,...,n}, the i-th first-order partial derivative 0;C(uy,...,u,;0)
exists and is continuous on the set {(u1,...,u,) € [0,1]" : 0 < u; < 1} uniformly in § € ©. The

same holds for each bivariate copula {Cq(u;,uj;6,) 1 q € {1,...,Q}}.
Assumption D

(D1) (i) For each i € {1,...,n}, sup fi(z) < oo, sup |zf;(z)| < oo, f{F; (x)}(1 4+ F; *(z)) =0
z€eR z €R

as x — 0 or x — 1, where f; denotes the marginal density of F;.

(#3) For each i € {1,...,n}, klm?x ) sup  [010kFi (2, x;)(1 4+ ) (1 4+ 27)| < oo, where
NASE 2V z;,r; €ER

F; ; is the bivariate distribution function F; ;(z;, z;) = P(n; < zi,mj < ;).

(D2) For each g € {1,...,Q}, sup sup |g,(z;0,)] < oo and sup gq{Ggl(x;Gq);Hq} =0asz—0
0, €0z ER 0,€0

or x — 1, where g, denotes the marginal density of G,.

12



(D3) D.(x;0) and Df j(x;7,), j € {1,...,pa}, are continuous and strictly increasing distribution
functions, which are known up to finite dimensional parameter § and v = (v1,...,7,. ),

respectively.

(i) sup sup dc(z;9) < oo, where d. denotes the marginal density of D..
fe®@zxzeR

(i4) There exists an integrable function Qr : [0,1] — R, bounding sup@|D;71j(u,'yj)\ and
v €
sup ||V7jD})1j(u,'yj)H from above for any j € {1,...,pa}-
7 €O

Assumption E

(El) (Z) /\071', S Aoﬂ‘ C R” such that \/THS\T,Z' — )\072‘” = Op(l), 1€ {17...,’&}7 with AO,i being
compact.
(i) vo,; € Vo,; C R™ such that \/THZA/TJ' — 1/07]'” = Op(l), jedl,... ,pg}, with Vy ; being

compact.

(E2) (i) Define Az; == {\ € Ao : [[A—Xoil| < Kn/VT, Ky < 0o} and let Sg denote the support

of R;. There exists some fi;(R) bounding sup I Varsji(R, A)/12,i(R, Aoi)|| and
XEAri, RESR
sup | V21;.i(R,N)/p2,i(R, Xoi)|| from above so that E[f1;(R)*] < oo for each

AEAT i, RESR

i € {1,...,n} and any j € {1,2}. Moreover, AEAT,i:fReSR p2i(R,A) > 1/b for some

b e (0,00) for each i € {1,...,n}.
(ii) Define Vr; = {v € Vo; : |lv — wo|| < K,/VT,K, < oo} and let Sy denote the
support of M,. For each j € {1,...,pg}, there exists a square integrable function o (M)

bounding sup Voo, (M, v)| and sup V20, (M,v)| from above.
vEVr j, M Sy veEVr j, MeSy

(E3) (i) mit L Ry, where R, is strictly stationary and e-mixing with mixing number ar(j) =
O(j~¢) for j € N, where ¢ > (c1—1)(c1+ca)/ca for ey = min{i € N:i > 4(1+7)(2+c2)}

and ¢y > 0,
(it) Zy; L My, j € {1,...,pg}, where M, is strictly stationary and c-mixing with mixing
number am(j) = O(j~°), where ¢ > (¢1 — 1)(c1 + ¢2)/ca for ¢4 == min{i € N : ¢ >

2(2+ pa(l+py) +ps(1+m)+ps)(2+c2)} and ¢z > 0.
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Assumption F For some m € Ny, fix w; = (u14,...,un;) € [0,1]", j € {1,...,m}, and
define
s (k, 1) = E[Ci (wi Awi) = Ci(w)Co(wi)] + E[Ce(wy, A wi o) — Ce(wp; 60)Ci(wis o)/ S
+ E[(Ci(wy) — C(wg; 00))(Ce(wy) — Ce(wy; 00))], (k1) € {1,...,m},
with Cp(w;;0) == P(U14(d1) < uij,...,Unt(dyn) < wnj | Zi), Ce(wj) = P(Viy < uij,...,Vor <
Unj; | Z¢). Then, for any m € Ni, the matrix I's, 5 = {vs(k,1)}1<k,1<m is positive definite
uniformly in S. The same holds for any bivariate I'y ., s = {V4,5(k, 1) } 1<k i<m, where
YVa.5 (B, 1) =E[Cq ¢ (up A ug, v Avy) — Cy e (g, v )Cq i (ur, v1)]

+ E[Cy e (up A ug, v Avg; 0q.0) — Cq e (Uk, Uk; 0q,0)Cq e (Wi, vi564,0)] /S

+ E[(Ce(uk, vi) — Cqt(ur, vi; 04,0)) (Ce(wr, vi) — Cqe(ur, vi5040))], (k1) € {1,...,m},
for w;,v; € [0,1], ¢ € {1,...,m}, with Cg,(u,v;0,) = P(U;i+(6y) < uw,U;+(0;) < v | Z;) and

Cq,t(uav) = P(V;,t < uvvvj,t <w | Zt)a (Za]) € gqv q € {]-,' . aQ}

Assumption G {¢; : 1 < k < ¢} are of uniformly bounded Hardy-Krause variation; see, e.g.,

Berghaus et al.|(2017).

Assumption [B] formalizes the characteristics of the factor model and constitutes a naturally exten-

sion of [Oh and Patton| (2017). The smoothness condition [C|—due to (2012)—is needed to

apply the functional delta method; see also |Biicher and Volgushev| (2013]). Assumptions and

(D2)| are similar to regularity conditions imposed by [Neumeyer et al.| (2019} p. 141); as discussed

in |Coté et al|(2019) and Omelka et al| (2020), this assumption can be relaxed at the expense of

additional technicalities. Assumption |(D3)| summarizes conditions which, in conjunction with the

remaining assumptions, ensure the asymptotic equicontinuity of 8, — Br.g, ;(6,). When com-

pared to similar conditions used by [Manner et al(forthcoming), assumption 5), assumption is

relatively primitive. The assumption is, for example, satisfied if factors and idiosyncratic errors are

Gaussian. Assumption |E|concerns the marginal time-series models: part|(E1)|is high-level and can

be verified for many estimators of ARMA-GARCH type-models [see [Francq and Zakoian| (2004)
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for a more primitive underpinning]; part is similar to |Chen and Fan (2006, assumption N)
and means that the gradient vectors of the location and scale functions are locally dominated; the
mixing sizes mentioned in part are chosen as to match the conditions of the FCLT in|Andrews
and Pollard| (1994] theorem 2.2). Assumption [F]is a regularity condition needed to establish the
convergence of finite dimensional distributions of IEBT75,Z-7J-. It is important to note that, in general,
neither are C¢(f) and C; conditional copulae nor do they need to be equal. However, if Z; is of
type 1, then C; = C; because, by assumption Fi(mie | Z) = Fi(mi) = Viy. Moreover, if the
margins of simulated and observable data are the same, then the covariance matrix mentioned in

assumption [F] reduces t0 g s = (14 1/S)Tq m, with Tgm = {vg(k, 1) }1<ki<m, ¢ € {1,...,Q},

where
ve(k, 1) == E[Cq e (ur A ur, vi Avp) — Cy i (uk, vi)Cq e (g, v1)], uk, vk, u, vy € [0, 1]. (3.16)

Finally, assumption [G] is satisfied by the abovementioned dependence measures.
Proposition [I] distills the main ingredients needed to derive the asymptotic properties of the

SMM estimator.

Proposition 1 Suppose assumptions [A] [B] [C] [D} [E] [F} and [G] hold true.

(a) For each 0 € ©, Uy g(0, Ap,ip) = W(0) = ¢ — (0), where ¢ = (Y15 %) and
P(0) = (¥1(01)',...,%g(0g)") are £ x 1 vectors; typical elements of the £ x 1 vectors 1, =

(Vg1 0q0) and ¥g(0) == (¥g,1(0),...,19q(0)) are given in equation (3.11]).

(b) \/T@T,S(HO, Ar, or) 4, N(07,%0,5), with 3o s := {20,5(9,9) }1<¢,q<o being a block-symmetric
variance-covariance matrix whose (g, ¢)-th block is given by the ¢ x ¢ positive-definite matrix

Yo0.5(9,9) = {00.5(g9,q | k,1)}1<k,1<¢ With typical element

oo.5(gsq | ky1) = /[ | /[ | EICs(01,01)Ca (0 v2) Ay 1), ),
0,1]2 0,1]2

with

Cy,5(u,v) =By s(u,v) — 0,Cq(u, v)By s(u, 1) — 0,Cy(u,v)By 5(1,v),
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where B, g is a mean-zero Gaussian process such that for any m € N;

d
(Bq,s(ula Ul)a v an,S(umv vm)), ~ N(Om7 Fq,m,S)v qc {17 L) Q}a
with Ty, 5 defined in assumption [F}

(¢) For any €,m > 0, there exists some ¢ > 0 such that

im P sup VT |50, 070) — 0(0) — dr.s(0, o) + (0] > n| <e.
T=eoo | gdco:o-d|<s

The limiting distribution of \/T‘i/T’S(HO, 5\T, Ur) is unaffected by the first-step estimation error, a
finding which, in view of 7 was to be expected. A closer inspection of the limiting variance-
covariance matrix reveals that the limiting distribution depends on the covariate Z; and the partial
derivatives of the copula through the covariance kernel I'; ,, s of the Gaussian processes B g,
g €{1,...,Q}, whose dependence on S vanishes if S = S(T') — co. The stochastic equiconitnuity
result, in turn, provides the link between the pointwise properties of 6 > \i/T)s(H, XT,DT) and
the asymptotic behavior of éTﬁs. To make the argument precise, an additional set of regularity

conditions is imposed.

Assumption H

(H1) WT,S = Wo.s + 0,(1), Wo s is a deterministic £ x £ positive definite matrix uniformly in S;
(H2) (0) # 05 for 6 # o;

(H3) 6y is an interior point of the compact set © C RP, with p < £ < oo

(H4) (9) is differentiable at 6y with £ x p dimensional Jacobian matrix Vg1(6) such that ¢6W07 slbo

is nonsingular for ¢ = V1(6)
(H5) Ars(07.s, A, 07) < gigfe Ar 5(0, A, 07) + 0, (1/T).

Assumption [H] is common for extremum estimators with non-smooth objective function; see, e.g.,

Newey and McFadden| (1994, section 7). Analogously to |Oh and Patton| (2013, proposition 2), we
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make use of Newey and McFadden! (1994, theorem 7.2) to derive the asymptotic normality of the

SMM estimator.

Proposition 2 Suppose assumptions [A] [B] [C] [D} [E] [F] [G] and [H hold. Then,
VT (7.5 — 60) ~ N (07, Qo.5), Qo.s = (¥ Wo,stb0) " 4 Wo,sZ0,sWo,st0 (¥ Wo,sth) L,

where ¥ g is the variance-covariance matrix given in proposition

3.4 Standard errors and inference

We follow |Oh and Patton|(2013) by resorting to numerical derivatives and the bootstrap to estimate
1% and the limiting variance-covariance matrix X g, respectively. The former estimator is almost
completely analogous to the one used by|Oh and Patton| (2013} p. 692); i.e., for a step size w7 — 0T

define 1/.JT_,S, whose k-th column is given by

ﬁT,S(éT,S + ey, Ur) — '([)T,S(éTS — exTr, Ur)
27TT

Ur s = , ked{l,...,p},

where e, denotes the p-dimensional vector of zeros with one at k-th position.

Contrary to the aforementioned authors, however, the estimator of ¥y s needs to account
for the dependence structure induced by the exogenous regressor. Therefore, we propose stan-
dard errors based on bootstrap replications of both empirical and simulated statistics. More
specifically, draw for each (i,j) € G4, ¢ € {1,...,Q}, with replacement B bootstrap samples

A { N N T A N { N T
{Z,(g}?zﬂ"j (0T757q7 )\T,ia AT,j7 VT)}t:p be {13 EERE) B}7 from {ZS,t,i,j (GT,S,qa )‘T,iv >\T,ja VT)}tzla where

Z35.4,0.5(07,5.0 Ayis A, 07) = (it (Aa), e (Arg) s X1 (01,50, 07), X1 (01,50, D7), - -
s X507 5.0, 07), X5 (07,5, D7) s

with éT,s,q representing the (po +pg+papy+ps) x 1 sub-vector of 9AT75 that contains the SMM esti-

mates pertaining to group G,. Next, denote the corresponding ranks by Vk(? (5\k7T), U,Ebt) s(éT,Sa or),
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k € {i,j}. In view of (3.10), introduce the bootstrap rank-based dependence measures

(0 s 1 SO SO

i Arg) = T S oV Ora) VS G ),

i (3.17)
X £ () (4 R

U i 001,50, 07) = ST SN o0 (Or.5.4,57), 0 (Or.5.4, 57)).

Akin to the discussion surrounding , let \ilgf))s(én S, S\T, or) denote the £ x 1 vector of group-
averages of \ijg)’)s,i’j(éT,S,qvS\T,i;:\T,jyﬁT) = ng)”(A ) — zﬁgg’iyj(éT,S,q,5\T71,5\T,j). Following the
arguments made by [Fermanian et al| (2004, theorem 5), we can then show that the conditional
distribution of \/T(@%)S(éqgs, A, Dr)— \i/T’S(QAT}S, Ar, D)) consistently estimates the limiting dis-
tribution of \/T\ilT’s(Ho, 5\T, vr). Importantly, since the first-step estimation of the location-scale
parameters does not contaminate the limiting distribution of \/T\TIT s (6o, 5\T7 Ur), there is no need
to adjust for this source of uncertainty as is, for example, done in |Gongalves et al.| (2019). Hence,
the limiting variance-covariance ¥ s is consistently estimable by the bootstrap second momentﬂ
cov*[ﬁ\i/%)s(éns,j\;p,ﬁ;r)], provided \/T(\Ilg)s(éns,j\;p,f/zp) — \iJT)S(éT,S,;\T,DT)) is uniformly
square integrable; see, e.g., |Brown and Wegkampl| (2002, theorem 7) or |Cheng (2015, lemma 1).

Since an estimator of cov*[ﬁ\@%{g(éﬂs, Az, br)] is given by
B
XrsE =g Z (V% (Or.5, A, o) =, 5 (01 5, Az, 00)) (85 (O, A, o) = 5 (O 5, A, D)),
we can introduce the following consistent estimator of {0y g
Qr.s,p = (V5 sWr str,s) "W sWr, 37,5, 8Wr,s9r,5 (W s Wr,sth7,5) " (3.18)

Corollary 1 Suppose that E*[\\ﬁ(@gg(éT75,;\T,ﬁT) — Urs(0r.5, A1, 7)) [|*H°] < o0 a.s. for

some & > 0 and /Ty — oo. Then, QT,&B NN Qo.5, as B, T — oo.

Corollary [I] allows to conduct inference about 6y and to obtain the two-step SMM estimator with

optimal weight matrix WT,S = i;}& - Provided ¢ > p, the preceding result can also be used to

2Throughout, ‘*’ indicates that the given probability /moment has been computed under the bootstrap distribu-

tion conditional on the original sample.
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ascertain overidentifying restrictions based on the Sargan-Hansen type J-statistic
2 A NPT A S A d
Jr,5 = T\IIT’S(QT}S, Ar, VT)IWT,S\I’T,S(QIS, AT, I/T) — UIAE)’SA(/)}S% u ~ N(Og, ngg), (3.19)

1/2¢1/2 . —1/2; PN 1/2 ..
where Ags = Wy/sSy/5Ro.s, with Ros = I;,7 — Sy ¢ “vho(VyWo,sth0) ) Wo,sSy/3. Critical
values for Jp g need to be simulated (using estimators of ¥ g and 7,/}0) unless the optimal weight
matrix is used, in which case the common result Jr g BN x2(£— p) obtains; see also Oh and Patton

(2013, proposition 4).

4 Monte Carlo experiment

The Monte Carlo experiment uses a data generating process similar to that in (Oh and Patton
(2013} p. 695); that is, we consider an AR(1)-GARCH(1,1) process to describe the evolution of

each of the n assets:

)/i,t =0.01 + 0.05)/1‘,t—1 + O tMit
(4.20)

07, =0.05+0.8507, 4 +0.107,_ 07y, i=1,...,n,t=1,...T,
where 7 == (M4, ., Mne) ~ C(P1, ..., P,), with ®; denoting the marginal (Gaussian) distribution

function of n; 4, i € {1,...,n}. The copula C is generated by the following factor model
Xit=ao:Fy +boiZy + €54 (4.21)

First, we consider a scenario similar to that in |(Oh and Patton| (2013) where Fy ~ t(¢o,1,%0),
i ~ t(Co,2,0), with (o = Co,1 = Co,2 = 1/4, § = —1/2, and Z; ~ N(0,1); F;, Z;, and ¢;, are
i.i.d. and mutually independent; ¢({, &) denotes Hansen’s standardized skewed t-distribution with
tail thickness parameter 2 < 1/¢ < oo and skewness parameter —1 < £ < 1. Here, we distinguish
between two simulation schemes: design 1 refers to an equidependent factor structure (Q = 1),
with ap = 1 and Sy = 1/2; design 2 imposes block-equidependence (|G,| =n/3,q € {1,2,3}), with
ap1 = 2,002 = 1.5,a03 =1 and By, = 1/2 for all ¢ € {1,2,3}. While F; is latent but simulable,
Z, is either a) simulable or b) estimable from a first-order autoregression W; = vy Wy_1 + Z;, with

Vo = 0.65.
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Hence, design 1 implies 4 unknown copula parameters 6y = (o, Bo, (o, &o)” while design 2 implies
6 unknown copula parameters 6y = (a1, 0,2, 0,3, Bo; C0,&0)’. Estimation of 6y is in both cases
based on Spearman’s rank correlation
. 120 1 o s . 12 o n - . )
Prij1 = tz::l Vit(A1i)Vit(Arj) — 3, P51 = ST ; 52:21 Uit,s(0q, 07)Ujt.s(04,07) — 3

and quantile dependence

% UVii(hra) < 7 Via(Ary) < 7} if € (0,1/2],
¢(TT,Z,j,2 = t1:1 T o
T(1-71) t—zzl HVie(Ar) > 7, Vie(Ary) > 71 if7e(1/2,1)
T s (4.22)
= %& t_zl P WUs,6(0g, 97) < 7,Uj 1,5 (0, 7r) < 7} if 7 € (0,1/2],
T,S,i,5,2 1 S A A ) A |
TS —7) ;; WU t,s(8q,07) > 7.Uj,s(0g, 0r) > 7} if 7 € (1/2,1).

Throughout, we set n € {15, 30}, T € {500, 1,000, 1,500, 2,000}, S = 25, Wy g = I7, and make
use of ¢ = p + 3 dependence measuresﬂ under equidependence (i.e., design 1 with @ = 1), we
consider quantile dependence for 7 € {0.15,0.25,0.35,0.65,0.75,0.85} alongside Spearman’s rank
correlation, which yields ¢ = ¢ = 7 rank-based dependence measures for estimation; under block-
equidependence (i.e., design 2 with @ = 3), we make use of quantile dependence for 7 € {0.15,0.85}
and Spearman’s rank correlation, which, in turn, implies, with ¢ = 3 and @ = 3, a total of
¢ = 9 rank-based dependence measures. Numerical optimization employs a derivative-free simplex
search based on MATLAB’s (2019a) fminsearchbnd routine; see [D’Errico| (2021). The starting
values are obtained from a first-step surrogate minimization using MATLAB’s (2019a) surrogateopt
optimization for time-consuming objective functions and the individual time-series models are
estimated using maximum-likelihood.

Tables [I.1] and [£:2] contain Monte Carlo estimates of mean, median, and variance of the SMM

estimator using 500 Monte Carlo iterations. Moreover, we report rejection frequencies of two-sided

3If Z; is simulable, then we draw S = 25 x T random draws from the distributions of Z;, F, and €4,t, which

corresponds to the same number of draws used by |(Oh and Patton| (2013).
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Table 4.1:

Simulation results (design 1)

n T

observable

Bo

¢o & o

simulable

G & a  Bo

0.25 —-0.5 1.0 0.5

025 —-0.5 1.0 0.5

15 500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.278 -0.527 0.994 0.458

0.284 -0.508 1.001 0.485

0.004 0.036 0.022 0.023

0.060 0.191 0.147 0.153

2.20 6.80 4.60 2.80
2.20

0.281 -0.535 0.991 0.464

0.287 -0.497 0.994 0.488

0.003 0.036 0.020 0.021

0.058 0.189 0.140 0.144

2.60 7.00 3.60 2.00
4.60

1,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.261 -0.538 1.001 0.473

0.266 -0.509 1.008 0.489

0.002 0.025 0.011 0.017

0.052 0.158 0.105 0.129

3.00 8.20 2.20 1.00
3.40

0.260 -0.529 1.003 0.472

0.266 -0.504 1.009 0.487

0.002 0.022 0.011 0.016

0.049 0.149 0.104 0.127

3.40 7.20 1.80 1.00
3.30

1,500 mean
median

var

rmse

to

J

0.262 -0.529 1.003 0.478

0.263 -0.503 1.006 0.490

0.002 0.020 0.007 0.012

0.044 0.141 0.086 0.109

3.20 6.80 1.20 1.80
5.10

0.259 -0.526 1.006 0.474

0.262 -0.499 1.008 0.490

0.002 0.019 0.008 0.012

0.047 0.139 0.088 0.112

5.60 8.00 1.40 1.60
4.40

2,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.257 -0.525 1.003 0.482

0.259 -0.508 0.998 0.497

0.001 0.017 0.006 0.011

0.041 0.131 0.080 0.106

4.80 7.40 1.60 2.40
4.20

0.256 -0.522 1.005 0.479

0.260 -0.493 1.010 0.487

0.001 0.017 0.006 0.010

0.042 0.132 0.079 0.102

3.60 7.20 2.20 2.00
4.10

30 500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.269 -0.541 0.985 0.477

0.272 -0.506 0.985 0.503

0.003 0.033 0.017 0.023

0.054 0.181 0.131 0.150

4.20 8.00 3.40 1.80
2.00

0.272 -0.537 0.986 0.474

0.272 -0.502 0.989 0.499

0.003 0.031 0.017 0.021

0.053 0.177 0.129 0.146

4.80 7.80 2.40 2.00
3.20

1,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.258 -0.550 0.995 0.488

0.259 -0.526 1.007 0.505

0.001 0.026 0.009 0.014

0.039 0.161 0.093 0.117

4.40 7.40 2.20 3.00
3.20

0.257 -0.550 0.995 0.487

0.258 -0.531 1.001 0.505

0.002 0.026 0.009 0.015

0.041 0.161 0.096 0.123

4.00 7.80 2.80 3.20
3.40

1,500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.256 -0.549 0.997 0.489

0.256 -0.513 0.995 0.501

0.001 0.025 0.007 0.012

0.036 0.158 0.082 0.110

4.80 7.00 2.40 3.80
3.90

0.254 -0.547 0.999 0.489

0.255 -0.514 1.000 0.500

0.001 0.024 0.007 0.012

0.035 0.154 0.082 0.109

4.20 9.00 3.20 3.80
4.00

2,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.252 -0.538 1.000 0.491

0.254 -0.501 1.002 0.496

0.001 0.022 0.005 0.010

0.031 0.147 0.074 0.099

4.60 8.40 4.20 4.40
3.90

0.252 -0.540 1.000 0.490

0.255 -0.500 1.005 0.496

0.001 0.022 0.005 0.010

0.033 0.150 0.074 0.101

5.80 8.00 3.80 4.80
4.50
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Table 4.2: Simulation results (design 2)

n T

¢ o

observable

ap,1 02 a0,3  Po

simulable

Co & a1 ao2 ao3 fPo

0.25 —-0.5

20 15 10 0.5

025 -05 20 1.5 1.0 0.5

15 500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.248 -0.543
0.244 -0.523
0.009 0.038
0.097 0.199
5.20 4.80

2.011 1.493 0.969 0.476

1.985 1.487 0.987 0.493

0.062 0.032 0.033 0.035

0.249 0.178 0.183 0.187

4.60 3.60 5.00 8.20
2.40

0.250 -0.544 2.004 1.489 0.967 0.482

0.246 -0.517 1.988 1.487 0.980 0.499

0.009 0.038 0.049 0.033 0.030 0.035

0.094 0.199 0.222 0.182 0.176 0.187

5.00 5.20 5.20 5.80 6.80 9.60
2.40

1,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.251 -0.539
0.247 -0.527
0.006 0.032
0.079 0.184
3.20 2.00

2.015 1.495 0.975 0.484

2.002 1.502 0.988 0.497

0.027 0.021 0.021 0.025

0.166 0.144 0.147 0.160

3.60 2.00 5.00 6.60
4.80

0.251 -0.537 2.017 1.491 0.973 0.484

0.249 -0.522 1.999 1.495 0.988 0.509

0.006 0.045 0.050 0.029 0.024 0.027

0.079 0.216 0.224 0.172 0.159 0.166

4.40 5.00 5.60 5.00 8.20 8.60
4.20

1,500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.253 -0.522
0.249 -0.510
0.005 0.018
0.067 0.136
2.80 3.20

2.017 1.503 0.987 0.469

2.014 1.510 0.998 0.490

0.015 0.011 0.021 0.022

0.123 0.107 0.147 0.152

3.20 3.00 5.00 5.60
4.80

0.253 -0.523 2.016 1.501 0.989 0.473

0.250 -0.510 2.010 1.510 0.997 0.482

0.005 0.030 0.022 0.017 0.016 0.019

0.071 0.174 0.147 0.132 0.125 0.140

6.50 4.00 3.50 4.50 6.00 7.00
4.60

2,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.253 -0.523
0.251 -0.502
0.004 0.014
0.063 0.122
2.40 3.60

2.017 1.508 0.993 0.470

2.007 1.508 1.002 0.485

0.012 0.007 0.017 0.020

0.110 0.083 0.130 0.144

3.20 4.40 5.60 7.00
4.50

0.252 -0.519 2.012 1.501 0.991 0.478

0.247 -0.505 2.008 1.503 0.998 0.486

0.004 0.022 0.014 0.012 0.014 0.018

0.061 0.150 0.120 0.111 0.120 0.137

4.40 5.80 3.40 5.20 8.80 7.60
5.90

30 500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.249 -0.516
0.249 -0.503
0.009 0.042
0.095 0.206
5.60 1.40

1.995 1.478 0.964 0.484

1.975 1.483 0.980 0.494

0.050 0.042 0.034 0.027

0.224 0.206 0.187 0.165

5.80 5.80 3.60 5.20
4.10

0.246 -0.523 1.998 1.481 0.970 0.484

0.241 -0.510 1.974 1.487 0.985 0.496

0.009 0.038 0.052 0.036 0.030 0.029

0.096 0.196 0.229 0.192 0.174 0.171

6.40 2.60 8.60 7.40 6.60 9.20
6.10

1,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.248 -0.537
0.247 -0.514
0.005 0.015
0.071 0.129
4.00 1.60

2.010 1.490 0.984 0.493

1.994 1.490 0.993 0.498

0.018 0.016 0.014 0.015

0.133 0.128 0.119 0.123

4.80 2.60 5.20 5.00
5.90

0.249 -0.527 2.010 1.493 0.984 0.487

0.245 -0.515 1.992 1.491 0.993 0.494

0.005 0.023 0.024 0.016 0.016 0.016

0.071 0.154 0.156 0.126 0.126 0.128

4.00 2.40 6.40 4.40 8.20 6.60
6.00

1,500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.251 -0.517
0.247 -0.503
0.004 0.015
0.063 0.124
3.40 2.20

2.012 1.500 0.995 0.480

2.006 1.502 0.999 0.491

0.014 0.010 0.009 0.012

0.118 0.098 0.095 0.111

4.40 3.00 3.20 3.60
4.60

0.254 -0.509 2.011 1.497 0.991 0.477

0.251 -0.507 2.008 1.505 1.006 0.488

0.004 0.024 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.012

0.066 0.154 0.132 0.128 0.125 0.110

5.80 3.60 4.00 4.40 6.80 4.80
5.30

2,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.248 -0.518
0.247 -0.503

2.007 1.498 0.996 0.485
2.002 1.501 1.001 0.491

0.003 0.010 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.012

0.056 0.102 0.093 0.094 0.089 0.109

4.60 3.00 4.00 4.00 5.80 4.80
5.40

0.248 -0.515 2.008 1.502 0.999 0.482

0.246 -0.502 2.000 1.498 1.002 0.491

0.003 0.009 0.008 0.004 0.006 0.011

0.051 0.096 0.091 0.066 0.080 0.106

3.60 6.00 4.20 4.80 6.80 7.00
5.50
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t-tests under the null § = 6y and rejection frequencies of the test of overidentifying restrictions
Both hypothesis tests are investigated at a nominal significance level of five percent and the test
statistics are equipped with the bootstrap standard error . We use B = 500 bootstrap repli-
cations and set the tuning parameter for the numerical derivative to w7 = 0.05; moreover, we use
1,000 random draws to obtain critical values for the test of overidentifying restrictions . The
simulation evidence reveals that, in accordance with the theory, the estimation accuracy increases
with T while the rejection frequencies are close to the nominal significance level. Moreover, the
model with estimable factor Z; performs equally well as its counterpart where Z; is simulable. An
additional simulation experiment that considers the logarithm of absolute GARCH(1,1) residuals

as estimable factor yields a similar conclusion and can be found in Appendix [C]

5 Empirical application

We apply the above to study the cross-sectional dependence between n = 11 financial firms that
match the second largest group of the S&P 100 found by |Oh and Patton| (2021, table 4). Specifically,
we consider daily close prices, adjusted for stock splits using information from CRSP, of the following
S&P 100 constituents: Bank of America (BAC), Bank of New York (BK), Citigroup (C), Capital One
(COF), Goldman Sachs (GS), JP Morgan (JPM), Metlife (MET), Morgan Stanley (MS), Regions
Fin (RF), US Bancorp (USB), Wells Fargo (WFC). Our sample period contains a total of 1,461
trading days ranging from January 2014 to January 2020.

Since gold is often thought to be a hedge and/or a safe haven for stock markets, its price
may convey information about the interdependencies between stock returns; see, e.g., [Baur and
McDermott| (2010). Hence, we examine the extent to which information on gold prices can help
us to describe the dependence structure among the eleven companies. The conditional mean of
the logarithmic return of the i-th stock price Y;, ¢ € {1,...,11}, is modeled as an AR(1) process

augmented with the first lag of the logarithmic change of the three p.m. gold fixing price in London
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bullion market W,
Yie=Msi+ XYoo+ A3 Wit e, €00 = i, (5.23)

while, similar to |(Oh and Patton| (2013, [2017, [2021), the conditional variance ,uz%t is assumed to
follow a GJR-GARCH(1,1) model

/hz,t =M + )\5,1'/%2,15—1 + )‘G,iezz,t—l
(5.24)

+ )\7’th271 + )\g,th{ll{Wt,l < O} + )\g’ieitfll{ei’t,l < 0}

As we clearly fail to reject the null hypothesiﬂ of a zero conditional mean based on an AR(1)
specification with unrestricted constant, a GJR-GARCH(1,1) model is considered for the gold
price

Wt = O'tZt, O't2 =V + 1/20't271 + V3Wt271].{Wt71 < 0} (525)

Thus, the use of |og|Zt,1| as an estimable factor is justified because, as mentioned earlier, the log-
arithmic transformation fits into the location specification . Table summarizes descriptive
statistics (Panel A) alongside the results from quasi maximum-likelihood estimation with skewed
Student’s t-distributed innovations (Panel B). The stock returns are left-skewed and leptokurtic
with conditional mean and variance dynamics that are similar to findings from the literature; see,
e.g., [Bollerslev et al| (1994). Note that the distribution of W; (gold), while also leptokurtic, is
right-skewed.

Turning to the specification of the conditional cross-sectional distribution of the eleven financial

companies, we follow |Oh and Patton| (2013, |2017)), and consider a skewed-t factor model
Xi,t = OéFt —+ €i7t, Ft ~ t(Cl,f), Ei,t ~ t(CQ,O) (526)

as a benchmark specification for the copula, against which the performance of the following com-

petitor with estimable gold factor should be judged

Xit = aF; + Blog|Zi 1| + €it, Fy ~ t(C1,€), €it ~ t(Ca,0). (5.27)

4The p-value of a Wald test with Newey-West standard errors is about 0.91.
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Table 5.1: Summary statistics

and parameter estimates of margins

BAC BK C

COF

GS JPM

MET MS RF

USB

WFC  gold

Panel A
mean
std
skewness
kurtosis

0.0523 0.0261 0.0266
1.5717 1.3496 1.5199
-0.2667 -0.7861 -0.3414
5.4706 7.8833 6.1669

0.0190
1.4866
-0.7236
11.0317

0.0161 0.0578
1.4343 1.2858
-0.2751 -0.075
5.7947 6.0993

0.0040 0.0296 0.0373
1.5346 1.6095 1.6742

-0.8395 -0.3446 -0.4046 -0.4024 -0.2700

8.4726 5.7993 5.5505

0.0284
1.1003

5.1392

0.0117
1.2589

0.0082
0.7999
0.2144

6.8976 5.2229

Panel B
constant
AR(1)
gold

constant
ARCH(1)
GARCH(1)
gold

gold leverage
leverage

3
1/¢

0.0495 0.0336
0.0076 -0.0076
0.0161 0.0244

0.0225
0.0261
0.0487

0.0317
-0.0193
0.0289

0.0111 0.0553

-0.0119 -0.0115 -0.0231

0.0413 0.0552

0.0228 0.0386 0.0349
-0.009 0.0136

0.0239 0.0198 0.0109

0.0245
0.0019
0.0496

0.0132 -
-0.0338 -
0.0161 -

0.1992 0.1355
0.0202 0.0436
0.7851 0.8014
0.2892 0.2053
-0.2628 -0.1943
0.1651 0.1034

0.2069
0.0266
0.7838
0.2805
-0.3879
0.1786

0.1588
0.0283
0.8281
0.1674
-0.2057
0.1013

0.1093 0.1104
0.041 0.0259
0.8409 0.7888
0.1777 0.2377

0.304
0.0107
0.7433
0.3125

0.1726  0.18

0.0259 0.0369
0.8191 0.8232
0.3101 0.2798

0.0729
0.016

0.8218

0.1146

0.1242 0.0076
0.0488 0.0366
0.7814 0.9609

0.1597 -

-0.2371 -0.2194 -0.2862 -0.3563 -0.2832 -0.1101 -0.1911 -

0.1051 0.1695

0.1348 0.108 0.0808

0.1465

0.145 -0.0120

-0.0141 -0.0831
5.0844 4.3193

-0.0342
4.7472

-0.0598
4.9983

-0.0672 -0.0001 -0.1092 -0.0402 -0.0905 -0.1276 -0.0476 0.0285

5.6513 4.5262

4.5528 6.8202 7.5704

5.8055

5.8539 5.9754

Analogously to the Monte Carlo exercise, SMM estimation makes use of Spearman’s rho and
quantile dependence with 7 € {0.15,0.25,0.35,0.65,0.75,0.85} for S = 25. The standard errors
are based on 1,000 bootstrap replications and numerical derivatives with tuning parameter
set equal to wp = 0.05.

The first two columns summarize the results for the benchmark models. Following |Oh and
Patton| (2013, [2017)), specification Al imposes the restriction of a common (inverse) degrees of
freedom parameter {; = (2. The point estimates are in line with the values reported in |[Oh and
Patton| (2017}, table 3) and suggest significant (negative) asymmetric dependence and significant
tail dependence. However, specification Al appears to be too restrictive as it is rejected by the
data at the conventional five percent significance level. Allowing for ¢; # (2 yields a considerable
improvement in model fit with a p-value for the test of overidentifying restrictions of about 0.76.
Again, we find significant evidence for left-skewness and tail dependence. The final two columns
contain the results for our competitors with estimable factor; i.e., specification B1 augments model
A2 with |og|2t_1| and specification B2 imposes the restriction £ = 0. As can be deduced from the

results of the overidentifying restrictions test ([3.19)), the specifications with estimable factor are not
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rejected by the data and improve the performance of the benchmark models—thereby highlighting
a significant effect of the estimable gold factor. Interestingly, conditionally on the estimable gold
factor, the asymmetry parameter is no longer statistically significant different from zero. This
can be explained by the fact that the estimable gold factor already accounts for asymmetry; an
intuition supported by the fact that specification B2, imposing the symmetry restriction & = 0,

yields the best fit.

Table 5.2: Copula parameter estimates

w/ estimable factor

Al A2 B1 B2

estimate t-statistic estimate t-statistic estimate t-statistic estimate t-statistic

£ -0.1248 -3.0038 -0.1307 -2.9461  0.0177 0.0603 - -
¢1 0.1050 1.8758 0.1173  1.9339 0.2100  1.4842 0.1950  1.4937

G2 - - 0.3178 10.1502  0.3210 10.7143  0.3156 11.3642
a 1.8374 36.9025 1.5613 16.1614 1.2403 2.8285 1.2612 8.3824
B - - - - 0.8453  2.3020 0.8294  6.7581
J 0.4710 0.0417 0.0163 0.0160
p-value 0.031 0.760 0.725 0.951

Figure 5.1: Histogram and time-series plot of Iog\2t|

Figure A Figure B
05 9 T T T T 9

0.4F

0.3f

0.1p

0 n . . .
-10 -8 -6 -4 -2 2 2014 2016 2018 2020

To illustrate, Figure [5.1| shows the distribution of the logarithmic absolute residuals, which is seen

to be left-skewed; for comparison, the density of log|Z;|, Z; ~ N(0,1), is depicted as the solid
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line in panel AE| Finally, Figure illustrates how accurately the quantile dependence functions
implied by the factor copulae approximate the empirical data. All specifications fit the upper and
lower tail of the empirical distribution fairly well, with the exception of model Al that fails to

capture the lower tail.

Figure 5.2: Empirical and fitted quantile dependence

0 0.1 02 03 0.4 05 06 07 08 0.9 1

6 Conclusion

We derive the asymptotic properties of an SMM estimator of the unknown parameter vector
governing a factor copula model with estimable factors and show how to estimate its limiting
variance-covariance matrix consistently. A natural extension of the above is a factor model with
‘observation-driven’ loadings similar to that considered by |[Oh and Patton| (2018) and Opschoor et
al| (2020); i.e., X; s = a(Wy, v)F; + €, 4+, where W; is an observable covariate and v — «(-, v) is a

parametric function known up to v. Indeed, if W; is ergodic, most of the asymptotic theory retains

51f Z* ~ N(0,1), then Z := log|Z*| has absolutely continuous density f

f(z) = \/2 exp{2z — exp{QZ}}7 ZER

™

with mean E[Z] = (—v — log2)/2 and variance var[Z] = w2 /8, where v ~ 0.5772 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.
The density given by the preceding display is depicted as the solid line in Figure As a ‘robustness-check’, we
also estimate a variant of model B1, where Z; := |og|Z:<|7 Z: ~ N(0,1), is simulable. However, the data rejects this

specification with a p-value for the test of overidentifying restrictions of about 0.029.
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its validity also in this case. Another avenue that can be pursued is to consider a Laplace-type
estimator to alleviate the difficulties of having to deal with a non-smooth objective function; see,

e.g., Hong et al|(2021) for a recent application of this idea.
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A Technical appendix

Preliminaries: To begin with, suppose (4,j) € G, for 1 <i < j <mn, with ¢ € {1,...,Q}. Next,

define the empirical copulae

Cr.5,0.5(uiy ujs Og,v)

1 IS ) R X (A1)
=735 SN UXirs(0g.v) < Grgi(uis 0, v), Xj0.s(0g,v) < G g5 (ui0g,0)}
t=1s=1
and
. 1 & . .
Corg (i, ugs Ais Ag) = 7 D 1) < Fpg(uss ) e (N) < Frj(ugs A}, (A.2)
t=1

where 0, = (ag,B;,7,0") € ©, ui,u; € [0,1], v = (V{,...,l/z’,ﬂ)’ € Vr, with Vp = U;’ﬁ:lVTJ-,
j=1,...,pg, and \; € Ap;, A\j € Ap;; see assumption @ for the definitions of Vr; and Ar ;.

Below, we make frequently use of the identities [see, e.g., [Tsukahara| (2005)) and [Segers| (2012)]:

Crosiij(uisug; 0g,v) = Crsi j{C7 4 (uis 04, 1), C1 g5 (5504, 1); 04, v}

(A.3)
Corig(uiyuzs Niy Aj) = Cri j{Cr; (wis Ai), Co (w5 Aj)5 Ais A}
where
CTst(uZ,uJ,H v) Szzl{ths ) <Gy (“u q)vijt,S( v) <Gy (ujv 0q)}
t=1s=1 (A.4)
CTlJ(u“ujv)‘27>‘ T Z 1{77125 ( )aﬁj7t<>‘j) < Fj_l(uj)}a

t=1
and CT’&k(ui;GmV) = CT,S}i’j(ﬁk;eq,V), CT,k(UkZAk) = CT,i,j(ﬁkV\i,)\j) for k € {’i,j}, with @; =

(ui, 1), @; = (1,u;)’. Moreover, define the uncentered processes

CTS”(UZ,UJ,F) V)= \f(CTs”(ul,uj,Q v) — Cqlus, uj564))

(A.5)
Crig (i, ugs My Aj) = VT (C i (ui, ugs My Aj) — Cqlug, ug)),
and the centered processes
CTS?](uuujae V) ::f(CTSZJ(u“u]79 V) [CTSWJ(UHUWQ V)]) (AG)

Crij(uisujs iy Aj) = VT (Crj(wi,uj; My \j) — E[Crij (i, ujs iy Aj)]).

34



A.1 Proof of proposition

Proof of proposition @ Recall the definition of the population rank statistics from equation

(3.11) and note that
1/}‘11k = / @k(uivuj)dCQ(uivuj)a wq,k(a) = / gak(ui,uj)qu(ui,uj;oq)
[0,1]* [0,1)2

for any (i,5) € Gq, ¢ € {1,...,Q}. Hence, one gets, in view of lemma and lemma [B.4] the

following representation

\/T(l/;T,i,j,k()\i, Aj) =Yg k) = /[0’1]2 @T,i,j(ui7 uj)der(ui, uj) + op(1), (A7)
with Cr i j(us, u;) = VT (C 1 j(us,u;) — Colui, ug)), and, uniformly in 6 € ©,

VIGrs00001) =00 = [ Crsausuit)dantun ) +o,1) (A9
with @T,Sﬂ',j(uiv uj;0q) = \/T(C 7,8,i,5 (Uis uj; 0g) —Cq (s, ujs 0g)), CT g (W, ug) = C 71,5 (Wi, W55 A0 i, Ao,j)s

CT,S,i,j(uiauj;gq) = CT,S,i,j(uivuj;eaVO)a and

T
CTz](uwuijza)‘ Z {nzt S F (ui;)‘i)7ﬁj,t(Aj) S F;,J(UWAJ)}

N \

%‘H

Cr,s5,,5(ui, uj;04,v) =

=1
T S X
Z Z H{ Xps.6(0g,v) < G, Yui;04), Xets(0g,v) < G;l(uj;eq)}.

Thus, the claim is due to the weak convergence of @Tﬂ,,j and Cnsﬂ-,j. To see this, note that the
functional delta method [cf. [van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996, theorem 3.9.4)] in conjunction with
assumption |C| and [Biicher and Volgushev| (2013} theorem 2.4.) yields

Crij (i, uj; N, Aj) = Cri j(ui, uj) — Z Ok Cy(us, uj)Cri i (k) + Rlug, uy), (A.9)

kedfig}

and

Cr,s5,.j (ui, uz304) = Cr 54,5 (ui, uj 0,)
(A.10)

> 0kCy(us, 53 00)Cr 50,5 (Tik; 04) + Ra (ui, 5 0,),
ke {i}
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where  sup  |R(u;,u;)| = 0p(1), sup sup  |Ry(us,uy5604)] = 0p(1), and CTJ,j(ui,uj) =
wi,uj € [0,1] 04, €O u;, uj € [0,1]

Crij(wi,s wj5 X0y, Mos),s CTSU(u“u],Gq) = (CT757M (us, uj; 64, 10); see equation (A.6). The claim

follows from lemma [B.1] and lemma

Proof of proposition @ Taking equation (3.15)), lemma and lemma into account,

one gets
\/T@T,S,i,j,kwm S\T,iy ;\T,j7 vr) = /[ s BT,S,i,j(uiau]’) dop (i, uj) + 0p(1), (A.11)
0,1
where I@T757i7j(ui,uj) = I@T7S7i7j(ui,u]—;007q,)\07i,)\0,j,VO). We show next that ]]ABTVSJ-J converges
weakly to the tight Gaussian process Bg by establishing (1) asymptotic tightness and (2) finite

dimensional (‘fidi’, henceforth) convergence. (1) Stochastic equicontinuity: The functional delta

method yields

Brsij(ui ;) =Brsij(u,w) — Y 0kCqlui,uj)Brs;(iik) + 0p(1), (A.12)
ke{ij}

where

T S
Br.s,ij(ui,u;) = Z Z(l{Vz‘,t <up Vie Sujt— WUies S winUjes Sugh),  (A13)
= =1

CQ \

with Vit = Fr(mkt), Urt,s = Gg(Xh,1,5(60,9); 60,4) for k € {i,5}. Let & jr.5 = Vi, Ve, Usiijo)s
with Ug.i it = (Uit1,Ujea,-.-,Uirs,Ujrs). We can view I@T7S7i,j as an empirical process in-

dexed by f € F:
S
= {&su g = [(Esug) = Z FVia, Vie) = f(Uins, Ujn ) : f € F), (A.14)

where F = {(1‘1,.’)32) — H{a; < up,ae < ugl, ug,us € [0, 1]} Clearly, F has envelope 1. We
use theorem below to establish asymptotic equicontinuity. Specifically, the bracketing number
N, F, p(+)), with p(f) := sup, 7| f(&i.j.1,)||2, shall be determined; see the discussion surrounding
theorem for details. It is well-known [see, e.g, ivan der Vaart (1994, example 19.6)] that
N6, Fis I-l2) = O(e™?), with Fj = {ap — Hap < wp},up € [0,1]}. Since F C Fy - Fo,

one gets Njj(e, F, |-[l2) = O(e™?); see, e.g., Kosorok (2008, lemma 9.25). Suppose [lx, ux), k =
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1,...,m = Njj(e, F,|-l2), represent the brackets needed to cover F. We can then cover F with

Ik, @), k=1,...,m, where
S
,J»t i,t,S) ,t,s
(€5 .t Zlkvmv uk (Ui, Ujt.s))
; (A.15)
1
Uk (Esii,5.) = 5 Z (ur(Vie: Vi) = e (Uits Ujirs)-

Note, that p(ux — lx) < 2. Thus, Nj(e, F, p(-)) = O(e™*). Now, since {1, : t > 1} is i.i.d.

and F is uniformly bounded, the conditions of theorem are satisfied. (2) ‘Fidi’-convergence:
By the Cramér-Wold device [see, e.g., White| (2001, proposition 5.1)], it suffices to fix some ¢ =
(c1y.. . em) € R™ with |||l = 1, ({ug,v1} ..., {tm,vm}) € [0,1]*™, and to consider
ZTSZ,] chBTS’L,j(ul7vl \/» Z Sz,]t (A16)
1=1 t=1
where Bg.i j(m) = > ails:iju(w, i), with
1S
Csuigt(ug,vp) = 1{Viy <, Vi <o} — 3 Z HUits <w,Ujps <} (A.17)
s=1
The sequence {Bg.; j(m) : t > 1} is i.i.d, bounded, and, by assumption centered. It thus follows

from |White| (2001, theorem 5.11) that Zp g ;j(m) <, N(0,0%(m)), with o%(m) = hm o7 g(m),

T— o0
provided Tg]i 1o%ys(m) > 0 for 07, g(m) = var[Zr g, ;(m)]. Now,
m 1 T
o7 g(m) = Z ckeAT,s,i.5 (ks 1), A7.s.45(k,1) = T Z cov[(s:ijt (W), Csuign(wr)],  (A.18)
ki=1 th=1

where w; =: (uj,v;) € [0,1]%, j € {1,...,m}. Since, {Cs.i j¢(wy) : t > 1} is i.i.d., one gets

A1,8,1,5 (k. 1) = cov[(s:i,j,1 (Wk), Cs:4,5,1 (wi)]. (A.19)
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Next, for any (4, j) € G4, ¢ € {1,...,Q}, one gets

cov(Cs:i,5,1 (W) ,Cs:4,5,1 (wr) | Z1]

=cov[{Vi1 <up, V1 <o}, H{Vin <w, Vi1 <ot | Zi]
s
- Z(COVU{VM <, Vin S vk, {Uin S w, Ui S ot | 2]
s=1

+cov[I{Ui1,s < up,Ujai,s <vpt, H{Vin <w,Vii <ub | Z1])/S
s
+ Z cov[{Ui 1 S ur,Ujas < vk, {Uinyr <w,Uja e < i} | 21]/5°

sr=1
=cov[l{V;1 <uy, Vi1 <wh, {Vin <, Vii <o} | Z1]
+cov[I{Ui11 < uk,Uji1 < vk, {Uin <wi, Ui <woid | Z1]/S
=Cyqt(ur A ug, v Avy) — Cye(up, vi)Cq t (ur, vi)
+ [Cq,e (ur A ug, v Avi; 0g.0) — Cq (U, V5 04,0)Cq e (U, v1504,0)]/5,

where the penultimate equality uses that Vi, L U, s | Z¢ and Ui L Uivs | Zy, v # s. Since

E[Cs:i,5,1(wi) | Z1] = Cq1(wi) — Cq1(wi; bq,0), we get, by the law of total covariance,

cov[(s:i j,1 (W), Csu 5,1 (w1)] = vq,5(k, 1),

and, by assumption 0% g(m) = ¢Tymsc > 0. Therefore, combining (1) and (2) yields
Br,s,i (1, v) ~ Cq5(u,v), so that
VTUr5,5k(0, A0, 07) ~5 N(0,00,5(a, | k. k),
with
sos@al k= [ [ s 00)Cos s va)ldon v dn )
[0,1]> J{0,1]2

see also Berghaus et al. (2017, theorem 3.3). To conclude from here, use that {Br s ;(us,u;) : 1 <
i < j < n} are jointly normal as T — oo. To see this, note that By g, ;(ui,u;) = By g(id;,),

where #; ; denotes the n-dimensional vector of ones with w; (u;) at i-th (j-th) position and
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I@T,S(ul, . ,U,n) = BT7S(U’17 ey Upy 907 )\0, 1/0)7 Wlth )\0 = ( 1071, ceey )\6,71)/ and
IEBT,S(ul, ce Uny 0,0 )

Z 1{771 t )\1 1 T(ul; )\l)a ce 777n,t()‘n) < F;’T(urd )\n)}

S

1 5 _
S ]-{Xl t S(dlvyT) < G1 (ul;dlvy)» .. ~an,t,s(dn7V) S Gnl(un;dnvy)}:la
s=1
with A = (M],...,\,) € U'_;Ap,;. Weak convergence of BT,S(ul, ..., Uy) follows by the same

arguments used to establish weak convergence of IB%T, 3,45 (ui, uj). Since n is finite, the claim follows.

Proof of proposition Note that we can restrict the event inside the probability to the

case where iy = (Vg y, ..., 07, ) € Vr = U2 Vr ;. To see this, recall from assumption [E| that

VT|or — || = Op(1); i.e. there exists some constant K, = K, (¢) < oo such that Tm P(or ¢
— 00

Vr) < € for any € > 0. Hence,

im P[
T—o00

sup VT dr,5(0,07) = $(0) = dbr,5(0,07) + $(0)|| > 1

0,0 cO:]0—6] <65

< lim P(or ¢ Vr)
T—o0

+ lim P{ sup VT|rs(0,vr) = 0(0) = dr.s(0,vr) + ¥ (0)]| >n,z>TevT]
70 Loy,0,€0:)10-0] <5
St mPl s VTns(0) - 600) - drs@0) + w0 > ).
7 Lyevy,0,0€0:0-0| <6

Since, by lemma and lemma [B-4] one has

||m P{ sup sup \FTH@/A;T,S(O,V) — 1[)735(0, Vo)l > 7)} < €,

T—o0 veVrdeo

it suffices to show that

Pl s VTlns(Oo) - 60) — drs@on) + 0@l >0 <e (120

T=oo lgsecoo-d|<s

To begin with, recall that 6, = (ag, 8,7',0"), ¢ = 1,...,Q. Thus, by a slight abuse of notation,
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0= (a4, 01, ap,80,7,0") = q_ 104. Therefore, by the triangle inequality

7,50, v0) — $(8) — 7,50, 10) + 9 (0)]|

Z Z Z |"/}T S,i,5,k 9q7 ) — wq,k(eq) - &T,S,i,j,k(éqv VO) + wq,k(éq”‘

q:l 1<i<j<nk=1
2 1J€gq

P[ sup  VTrs(0,00) — 9(60) — dr.s(@,v0) + H@)] > 7

0,0 c0:|60-0| <6

Q ¢
SOYE Y] s s - 06

g=11<i<j<nk=1 L0q,04€0:]0-0] <6
1,j €Gq

— 1.5,1,5,6 (05 10) + Yok (0g)] > =5 Qé
Now, suppose (i,7) € G, for some g = 1,...,Q. Moreover, let us recall from equation (A.8) that

uniformly in 6, € ©

\/T‘lf;T,S,i,j,k(oqa VO)_wq,k’(eq”

/ dor (wi, uy)
[0,1]2

for1<i<j<nandke({l,...,0} where sup |R(6;)| = 0,(1). Since n and ¢ are fix, we are left
0e®

(A.21)
<

sup  |Cijrs(us, ug; 0g)] + [R(0,)]

Uq, Uy S [0,1]

with showing that for any e, > 0, there exists some ¢ > 0 such that

lim P sup sup |CT,S,i,j(uiau]’§0q) - CT,S,i,j(Ui7uj;§q)| >n| <e  (A.22)
T=00 | g 8. €0:)10,—0,| <& uiu, €[0,1]

In view of equation (A.3) and (A.4]), we see that

Crs.1.5 (i 153 0q) =VT(Cr,54,{Ch 5.5 (i 0g), Cr g (53 00): 0} — Ci i {Ch 5.0 (uis 04), C7 . (155 04): 0})
+ VT(Ci j{Ch 5.4 (wi3 0g), Cr g5 (3 09); 0} — Cqlui, ).

with CT7S7i,j(ui,uj;9 )= CTgm(u“uj,H vg) and CTS,C(u;C7 0) = C;Sk(uk,eq, v) for k € {i,j}.
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Therefore, using an argument similar that in [Tsukaharal (2005, appendix B), one obtains

P[ . osup sup  |Crs,4,5(ui, w53 09) — Crysii (i g3 0)] > 77}
04,04 € O:|04—04] < 6 wiyu; €[0,1]

- = i
< P{ sup sup |Cr 5.0, (uis uj; 0g) — Cor s (wi, ugs 0g)] > 2] (A.23)
04,04 € ©:(10,—0,|| < & wi,u; €[0,1]

+ > P{ . sup sup |@T,S,i7j(ﬁk%9q)—@T,s,i,j(ﬁk;éq)>Z}~
kefij}  0q.0q € ©:]104—0,] <6 uk €[0,1]

The claim thus follows from part of lemma

A.2 Proof of corollary

Proof of corollary (I} As argued in|Cheng| (2015, lemma 1), it suffices to show that the conditional
distribution of v/T' (\ifgj)s(éTg, A, 07) =W 5(0r.5, A7, D)) converges in probability to the limiting
distribution of VT \ifT, s (6o, S\T, D) given in proposition Specifically, define for any 1 <1i < j < n,
with (4,7) € G, ¢=1,...,Q:
\/T(‘i’gpb)sw (éT,s,q, Ari, 5\T,j, o) —Ur.5, (éT,s,q, 5\T,z‘, :\T,j, or))
= 5%,1-,]-(90,(17 A1y Mgy Dr)
+ ég)s,i,j(éns,q, A7 AT, D) — éf?y,s(%,q, A1y AT, o),

where

éggi’j(éT,S,q, Aris At g, D7) = \/T(\ij'(;’)s’i’j(éT,S,qa AT, D7) (A.24)

— ;5. 1,5(07,5.9, A1 Ar g 1)

represents the bootstrap analog of
€1.5,05(0r,5.0: Ar, 07) = VT (V1,5 5 (075,90 Moy Ay 07) — U555 (07.5.4))- (A.25)
We will show

1. the conditional distribution of égy )S i j(Go,q, S\T’i, S\Tyj, Dr) converges in probability to that of

éT,S,i,j(QO,qa Ari, 5\T,j, or) = VTUr 555004, Ari, 5\T,j, or);

2. ég)s,m(éns,q, Ariy Aty or) — EA(Tb’)SJ,j(Qo,q, Ariy Ar g, i) = 0p(1).
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Step (1): Mimicking the derivation of (3.15), note that the k-th element of éé?)S” (60,45 /A\T7i, A7.j, U77)

can be written as:

/[ ] (1@59,)5,1’,]‘ — Br,s,.5) (Ui, 455 00,4, Mo, Aoj v0) A (1, 1) + 0p(1),
0,1]2

~(p . ~
Where BE’,},T,S(ui? Uj; 907(1, )\071‘, )\07]‘, Vo) 18 the bootstrap analogue Of BT,S,i,j (’U,z', Uj; 007(1, )\071‘7 )\QJ‘, 1/0)

defined in equation (3.14). We are thus left with showing that the conditional distribution of
I@Bg?))s)m(ui, ;560,95 Xo,is Ao,j» V0) — I@T,S,i,j (wi, uj; 60,9, No,is Ao,j» o) converges weakly in probability

to the same limiting process that governs the weak limit of I@T’S’i,j(ui, U300, Ao,is Ao,js vp). But, by

the functional delta method, this is due the weak convergence of BT,S,i,j (ui, w53 00,95 X0,i> Ao,js 10);

see the proof of proposition [1|in conjunction with |Fermanian et al.| (]2()04|, theorem 5). Step (2):

We can deduce the bootstrap stochastic equicontinuity of (A.24) from that of (A.25) established

in see also [Giné and Zinn| (1990), [Brown and Wegkamp] (2002)), or |Chen et al| (2003)) for a

similar argument. The claim then follows from /T HHAT,S — 00|l = Op(1).

B Auxiliary results

This section contains auxiliary results. We make frequently use of the following stochastic equicon-

tinuity result due to Andrews and Pollard| (1994} theorem 2.2):

Theorem B.1 For any T, let {&r:¢t=1,...,T; T € N1} be a strong mixing triangular array
whose mixing coefficients satisfy
> P 2a(i)? P < oo (4)
i=1
for p > 2, p € N, and 6§ > 0, and let F be a uniformly bounded class of real-valued functions whose

bracketing

1
/ e CYON (2, F, ()7 de < oo, (id)
0
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for the same p and 0, while p(f) = sup, 7| f(&:,7)|l2- Then for each ¢y > 0 there is a e; > 0 such

that

< €. ()

p

lim
T— 00

Z (&) —9(&,1)]

t—l

sup
p(f—g)<er

Remark B.1 Note that fol 1/x¢dr < oo for ¢ < 1. Thus, if ai) = O(i~*) and Nyj(z, F,p(-)) =
O(i™) for a,b > 0, then (i) and (@) are satisfied if p > b(2+60)/2 and a > (p — 1)(p+ 6)/6 so

that p > 2 and p € N.

Recall that the bracketing number AVjj(e, F, p) denotes the minimum number of e-brackets needed

to cover a class F of functions f : X — E equipped with a metric p:
m
Nj(e, F,p) = min{m : 3({l;,u;})7L; s.th. p(u;,l;) <e L) (L, u ]} (B.1)
where the bracket [I;, ;] is defined by
[, us] = {f € F 1 (@) < hia) < u;(w),Va € X},

see, e.g. van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996).
Lemma B.1 For any 1 <i < j <nwith (i,5) € G,, ¢=1,...,Q,

(@) {Crij(ui,uj; N, Aj) = wiyuy €[0,1], \p € A, k € {i,5}} is stochastically equicontinuous;

(b) Let @T,iyj(ui,uj; Aiy Aj) = \/T(CT,M(ui,uj; iy Aj) — CTJ'J'(UZ', U3 A0,i5 Ao,j)). Then,
Vo (i, ujs A, Aj) = Vo (i, ugs Ay ) + 0p(1),
uniformly in uy € [0,1], A\, € Ap, with

VT(ui,uj; iy Aj)

— Z O Cy (i, i) F{F 5 (ur) YE[T (Ry, e, Ao ) VT (e — Aok) + 0p(1),

ke{ij}
where Tk(R1§uk7>\k) = {F;l(uk)V)\uzvk(Rl,)\k) + V)\Nl,k(Rla)\k)}/ﬂkQ(Rl,)\o,k) for k €
{i,5}
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(¢) {Crij(uisuj; Mo, Noy) © ui,uj € [0,1]} converges weakly to a tight Gaussian process in

([0, 1]?).
Lemma B.2 For any 1 <i < j <nwith (i,5) € G,, ¢=1,...,Q,
(a) {(@T,S,i’j (ui,uj;0q,v) s uiu; € [0,1],04 € ©,v € Vo} is stochastically equicontinuous;

(b) Let [[NJT’SJ'J (ul-, Uyjs Hq, V) = \/T(CT,S,L]’ (Ui, Uyjs 9(1, V)*CT,S,i,j (ul—, Uj3 Hq, I/o)). Then, [[NJT7S(U1-, Uyjs Hq, V) =
Uz (u;, uj; 04, v) + 0p(1), uniformly in u;, u; € [0,1],6, € ©,v € Vr, with

Ur(us, uj;6q,v)

= BE[V,o(M, Vo)]\/T(I/ — 1) Z Ok Cy(us, uy; Hq)gq{G;I(uk; 04):04} +0p(1);
ke {i,j}
(¢) {((NIT7571-J- (us, uj30,10)  us,u; € [0,1],8, € O} converges weakly to a tight Gaussian process

in £(]0,1]2 x ©).

Lemma B.3 Set VT,i,j(ui; 'I.l,j; )\i, )\]) = \/T(C T,m-(ui, 'I.l,j; )\i, )\]) — CATyi,j(ui,uj; )\0’2’, )‘O,j))a and
define @T,S7i7j(ui,uj; 0q,v) = \/T(C 7,8,i,5 (Wi 43 04,v) — CT7S,i’j(Ui,Uj; 4,10)). Then,
(@) sup [V (us,ujsdra, Arg)l =o0p(1), () sup  sup  [Uj s (ui,ugi0q, 07)| = 0p(1).
ug,uy € [0,1] 04 €O u;,u; €[0,1]
Lemma B.4 For any k € {1,...,¢} and (i,j) € G4, ¢=1,...,Q, we have
VT (@ri k(i Arj) = Pgr)
R o (a)
=~ Joup VT(Cri j(uiyug; A, Ary) — Cqlui, uy) depr (i, ;) + 0p(1).
0,1

and, uniformly in 6, € ©,

\/T(&T,S,i,j,k(eqv ﬁT) - ¢q,k(9q))

= o VT(C 1,55 (wi w3 0q, o7) — Cqlus, uj;04)) dpr(us, uj) + 0p(1).
0,1]2

(b)
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B.1 Proof of lemma [B.1l

Proof of lemma Let a1k (R, M) == {p1,6(Re, M) — pa,k(Re, Mok) /12,6 (Re, Mo x) and
ag i (R, M) = pa,ie(Re, Ag) /2, (Re, Mo k), k € {i,7}. To begin with, consider

(M) < Fit(uwa), e (N) < Fy ot (uy)}

Wnie < FrH(ui)az,i(Re, Ni) + ai(Re, Ai), mje < Ffl(uj)az,j(Rt7)\j) +a1;(Re, Aj)}

= f(Niesnje> Be),

where f can be viewed as an element of the function class

7= {Wi,tanj,t,Rt = Wnia <F7 N (wi)ag,i(Re, As) + ari(Re, i)y mje < FjH(ug)ag (R, Aj) + a1 (Re, Aj)}
wi,uj € [0,1], A\ € Ap g, k € {Z,j}}

Therefore, @T,i,j (g, uj; Ay Aj) can be viewed as an empirical process indexed by F; i.e.,

@T,i,j : F—R
1 Z (B.2)
feF, fr—=Vri(f)= 7T Z {fitsnje, Re) — ELf (e, s Re)] )

t=1
To make use of theorem N (e, F,||-|l2) needs to be determined. Since F C H; - H; and
N 2e, FL||-ll2) < Njjle, Ha, |- l2)N (6, My, [I-[]2) [see, e.g., see, e.g., Kosorok (2008, lemma 9.25

(i4))], it remains to compute N[(e, Hg, ||-||2), where
Hi = {Uk,t,Rt = Wkt < yao i (Re, M) + ar k(R M)}ty € R A, € AT,k}v ke {ij}

An element h € Hy, can be uniquely identified by {y, Ay }; thus, we use the notation h(ny ¢, R) =
h(nk.t, Re; y, Ak) to refer to a specific member of Hy,.

Begin by determining N (e, Hg, ||||2). In doing so, we mimic the proof of lemma 1 in [Akritas
and Van Keilegom| (2001)). For brevity, let us drop the index &k € {i,j}. Since Ay C R" is compact,
we can fix a grid {A\M ... XM with N = O(¢7?"), to cover Ap with N balls {Bi,..., By},

each of radius €?;

i.e., for each A, there exists at least one integer ¢ € {1,..., N} such that

A€ Bi={\ € Ar:|]A= XD < €} Now, for such an integer i, assumption [E| ensures
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a;j(Re, \) < aj(Re, \D) + €2u(Ry), j € {1,2}. Therefore, {a;(R;,\) : A € A} can be covered by
[lj7i(Rt),Uj7i(Rt)] fOI"j S {1,2}, where Uj7i<Rt) = aj(Rt7)\(i)) + EQ[L(Rt), lj,i(Rt) = CL]‘(Rt, )\(z)) -
€2f1(R;). Hence, by monotonicity of the indicator function, we can cover each h € H for a fix y € R

by
Hne <yloj(Re) +1i(Re)} < h(ne, Re;y, A) < Hme < yuoj(Re) +uai(Re)}, 4,5 €{1,..., N}

Next, we can partition the real line by a total of Ny = O(e2) points for given {i,j}: —00 = 7; j1 <

Yi,j,2 <-... < Yi,j,N; = OO such that for 2 < k < Ny
F(Gi g ua j(Re) +upi(Re)) — F(Gijp—1 2 (Re) +uri(Ry)) < Ké?.

Similarly, for some Ny = O(e~2) there exists a partition —oco = Yigl < Yij2 <0 S Yi N, = 00

such that for 2 < k < Ny

F(yigmlog(Re) +1i(Re)) = F(gige—1l2i(Re) +11i(Re)) < Ke®.
Now, define the following brackets for y by y;[’ ; Sy < gj;[’ j» with

&l;r,j = max {yijr Yk < yh ﬂj,j =

min Yiik - Yiik =Yg
L Jnax, nin Aigk : Gigk 2 v}

1<

Thus, with L; j(ne, Ry) = 1{n; < y;jIQ,j(Rt) + (R}, Uij(ne, Re) = 1{n, < Qg,jUZj(Rt) +
uy,i(R;)}, we obtain a total of N = O(e~*("*1)) brackets [L; j (1, Rt), Ui j (n:, Ry)] covering H and
whose |||z length is O(e). To see this, note that
Uz (e Re) = Lij(ne, RII3 = E[F (7] uzj(Re) + uri(Re))] — E[F(Z_/;j loj(Re) + 1,i(Re))]
SE[F(yug,;(Re) +u1i(Re))] (B-3)
—E[F(yl2;(Ry) + 1L (Ry))] + Ké.

Next, set by i (R¢; 2) = aq(Re, \D) + zu(R;) and note that I, ;(R;) = by (Ri; —€) and ug;(Ry) =
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bg.i(Rye; €?) for g € {1,2}. By the mean-value theorem, there exists z € (—€2, €?) such that

E[F(yus,;(Re) + w1,i(Re))] — E[F(y l2,5(Re) + i (Ry)))
= 26" E[f{yb2.i (Re; 2) + b1 (Res ) }(1 + y)fu( Ry)]
=26 E[f{yb,i(Re; @) + b1j (Re; ) Hybo,i (Re; 2) + by g (Res )] j1(Re) /02,4 (Re; )]
— 26%E[f{yb2,i (Ri; 2) + by j(Res ) o(Re)br i (Re; @) /b2, (Rys )]
+ 26 E[f{yba.i(Ris @) + b1j (Re; 2) (o))

< 2¢* (bE[A(R1))] sup [f(y)yl + VE(R1)](¢* + Kx/VT) SZ%f(y) + ElA(Ry)] Stel%f(y)),

where the last equality uses that, by assumption there exists a b € (0, 00) such that be ;(Ry; x) >

1/b and |byi(Re; )| < (Re)(|z] + A — Xo||). Therefore, N(e, F,|-|[2) = O(e~31+)) and the
claim follows by theorem [B1]

Proof of lemma First, it is shown that Vi ;(us, w3 Ai, Aj) = E[Vra (i, wjs i, Aj)] +
o(1) uniformly in uy € [0,1], Ay € Ay, k € {i,5}. Set ygp(Ri;uk, A\g) = F,;l(uk)ag,k(Rl,/\k) +
a1,x(R1, ;) and define the map A — T'(uj, uj, Ai, Aj) = Fi j{vi(Ri;ui, \i), v (Ri;uj, Aj)}. For
brevity, suppose that r = 1; i.e., A\; and A; are scalar-valued. Using Resnick]| (1999, property 12
(b)), a second-order Taylor-series expansion with Lagrange remainder around Ao ; and Ao ; yields
VTE[T (ui g, Ao Aj) = Caj(uiyug)l = Y OkFi i {F (), Fy ' (ug) YE[ma(Ras wn, Ao ) [VT (A — Aok)

ke {5}

1 - .
+ ﬁE[RT(ui,uJ‘, Ais A,

where )\, lines on the line segment connecting A\, and Ao x; 7, (R1; uk, A) = Oy (R1; uk, A)/(OX) has

been defined above. Since
OiFij(wi,x5) = P(ny <y | i = x)fi(2:) = 0;Ci j{Fi(x:), Fj(x5) Hi(ws),

the claim follows if the expectation of the second-order Ry term is o,(1), uniformly in u;, u; € [0, 1].
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To see this, note that

R (ui, 1), iy Aj)

= Z OFi j{yi(Rusuiy M),y (Rusug, M)}
Lke{ij}

X 71 (Ras g, M) Tk (R iy M) VT (N = Ao 0)][VT (A = Aop)] (B.5)

+ Y OF iy (Ras s, A), gy (Rus g, A) Yk (Ra; wg, M) [VT (A = Ao p))?
ke{ijg}

= > AlVTON = X)IVT Ok = dop)] + Y BelVT(Ak = Ao,

ke {ij} ke{i,j}

say. Expanding terms, one gets
App = 010k Fi j{yi(Ra; wi, Ni), yj (Raug, Aj) }

Y (Rus e, M)y (Ros up, M)as (Ru, Ak)asy (Ri, M)

(R M) <R1,Ak>(a12<Rl,A>—au<R1,Az> (Rw\l)>
(B.6)

+yl(Rlyul;)\l) (Rlv)‘) (agk(Rl,Ak) —ax k(Rh)\k) (R17/\k))

+ay, (Rl’M)alk(RlaAk)< 2(31,&)@”(31,&)—agz(Rl,Al))
(Rl,Ak)( (Ru)\z)—alz(Rh/\l) 1)(31)\1))]

! (Ry, ) /aqk(Ru, Av), where al) (Ri, ) = dag u(R1, \r)/(OXy,) for g €

with a')(Ry, \i) = al!)
{1,2}, k € {i,7} and it has been used that 7, (Ry;ur, A\p) = Dy 1(u;g)a2 ,)C(Rl,)\k) + a (R1,/\k)

Therefore, the triangle inequality, assumption [El and the fact that |\, — Ao x| < Kx/ \/T yields
E[|Ak.]] < m?x ) sup  |010kF; (i, ) zpa > E[fu(Ry)?]
“I5 xi,x; €R

+ max  sup [00kFi (2, x;)wklb {E[u(R1)?] + DE[|a(R1) | KA /VT}
kle{7'77}a?1,:13] eR (B?)

max  sup [8i0kFy;(xi,x;)an|b{E[i(R1)?] + DE[|a(R1) *J KA /VT}

ke {%J}x“mj eR

+ U2E[(R1) K3 /T + 2bE[|s(R1) [P] K\ /VT + E[iu(R1)?] < o0.
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Similarly, it can be shown that E[| By|] < co. Therefore, E[Vr; j(ui, uj; Ais \;)] = VTE[T (i, uj, iy Xj)—
Cij(ui,ug)] = Vi (uisuzs Ai, A) + O(1/VT).

Next, in view of equation , one gets @T}i,j(ui, i Ais Aj) = @T’Z"j(f—f())—f—VT’i’j (wi, s Aiy Aj),
where f, fo € F, with fo restricted to Ay = Ao, k € {i,7}. By part [(a)| of this lemma, @Tﬂ-,j
is stochastically equicontinuous. Thus, it remains to be shown that ||f — fo|l2 — 0. To see this,

consider

1S (M, Re) = fo(miesmies Re)ll3

< > I mee < Ft(ur)ag s (Re, M) + a1k (Re, k)Y — e < Fi () I3
ked{i,j}
= Y {EFR(F (un)az (Re, M) + a1,k (Re, Ab))] + (B.8)
ked{i,j}
- 2E[Fk(min{uk, F;l(uk)ag,k(Rt, >\k) + al’k(Rt, )\k)})]}
< > [Ef{FL (ur)az e (Re, Ae) + a1k (Re, M) i (Rey wk, M) (A — Aoi)|
ked{i,j}

where \j, lies between Ao,k and Ag. By similar arguments as just used to prove , one gets

FedFr " (ue)az e (R1, M) + ark(Ry, ) i (R, e, Ax)
= fi{Fy () az,e (Re, M) + a1 go(Ru, Me) HFg () az,e (Re, M) + ango(Ru, A) yag (Ra, Ax)
— P (w)az (Re, M) + ar (R, M) Yasy (e, Aw)ar i (Ra, Av)
+ Fu{ Fr (ur)az(Ry, A) + an (R, A Yas (Ry, Ae)
< fu(Ra){sup [f(y)ylb + sup f(y)u(R1)Kx/VTb+ sup f(y)Kx/VT},
yeR yER yER
which, in turn, implies || f(1;.+,m;.¢, Be) — fo(Ni.tsMit, Re)||3 = O(1/v/T). This completes the proof.
Proof of lemma (¢)f Note that E[ET’i’j(ui,uj;)\o’m)\(],j)] = G, ;(us,u;). The claim thus

follows from part |(a)| of this lemma and the ‘fidi’-convergence of @T7i7j(ui,uj; X0,i, Ao,;) which is

readily obtained by the CLT for i.7.d. data.
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B.2 Proof of lemma [B.2l

Proof of lemma [B.2H(a): Throughout, suppose that (i,5) € G, for some ¢ € {1,...,Q}.
Recall, that ey 4(0) = D' (e}, ;6), k € {i,j}, and Fy4(7) = D' (F},:7), with DE!(Ff ;7) =
(DIZ}1 (FZSJ; Y1)y ees D};a (F;fs’pa $Ypa ) 5,’27t7s and ths = (ths’l, A F:S’pa)’ denote mutually

independent i.i.d. draws from the standard uniform distribution. Moreover, observe that
Xk,t,s(emy) X t s( ) 5 A(My,v), A(My,v) = o(Mg,v) —o(My,v),

where o(My,v) = (01(Mg,v1),...,0p, (M, vp,)) € RPS, with v = (vq,...,v,, )" € R™P¢. Using
that G; = G; = G, for any (4,5) € G,, we get
I{Xz t,5(0g,v) < G (uu q):Xj,t,S(eqvV) < Gq_l(uﬁeq)}
= H{Xis(00) < G " (i3 0g) + BRA(My, v), Xj,5(0) < G (u30) + BRA(My, v)}

=1{e}; . < D[G, " (wi; 0y) — &, DF (F g5 7) + BL(A(My,v) — Z4); 6],

i,t,s — q
s < DGy (ugs 0y) — afDE (5 v) + By (A(My,v) — Zy); 6]}
= f(g;k,t,w E;,t,s’ Xtﬁ)’

where X 5 = (Ft*s/7 Zi, M])" and f can be viewed as an element of the function class
Fe={etinun e = 1{el,0 < Do[6; (wis ) — 0 DF (5 i ) + B(A(M:,v) = Z): 8],
1 < (65 (5 0) — D! (Fs 7) + B4 (A(My, v) = Z0); 6] }
ui,uj € [0,1],0, € O,v € Vo}.
Formally, an element f € F can be uniquely identified by the quadruple {u;,u;, 04, v}. Hence, in

order to refer to a specific f € F, the notation f(e7, ;,€j ;s Xts) = f(] 160 €f 1.0 b3 Wis g, Og, 1)

is used. Moreover, define

S
— 1
= {gi,j,t,s = S Z f(gzt,svff;,t,m Xt,8)7 [ € ]:}7 (B,9)
s=1

where

(% * * ! * * * AV
s = (Eeneien i €es Frs M) t=1,...,T.
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Therefore, C; ; r.s(u;, uj, 04, ), defined in equation (A.6), can be viewed as an empirical process

indexed by F; i.e.,

) (B.10)
(&ijt.s) — Elf (&igies)] )

s
Mm
Bl
s
@k
S
~
2
)

|

‘ —_
[~
—_
g

Again, a specific element f € F will be identified by the quadruple {u;,u;,0,,v} for which we
write f(&jt,s) = f(&jt,sUisuj, 0g, ).

We show that Njj(e, F, p) = O(e~*(m+P+2)) which yields, in view of theorem the result.
To verify the preceding display, suppose we can cover F with brackets Ly (], s,€] > Xts) <

f(f—:”ys]ts,)(ts) < Ug(e ”S,Ejts,Xt,s), feF, k=1,...,N = /\/[](e,]-', [I-ll2). We can now

construct Nj(e, F, p) brackets for F by setting

S
- 1
Lk(fi,j,t,S) = E Z Lk(gz t,s? ] t, S7Xt 3)
s=1
7 s (B.11)
Uk(&ijes) =5 > Ukl gl Xis), k=1,...,N.
s=1

Note that, by the triangle inequality and the stationarity of {; ;. s :t > 1}, one gets

1<SUET||Uk(§i7j»t7S) - Ek(fi,jJ,S)HQ < HU’f(‘g;F,t,s’gj,t,s7Xt7S) - Lk( Eit,s ],t S’Xt b)HQ <e
St<

Therefore, Njj(e, F, p) = Njj(e, F, ||||2). To proceed, note that F C H; - H;, where

Hy = {52,15737-)(@3 — 1{5Z7t,s <D, [Gq_l(uk; 0q)—ay, 'Dp YFT s ) +ﬂ (A(My,v) — Zy); 5}} :

up € 10,1),8, € ©,v € VO}, ke {ij}. (B.12)

Since N[)(2¢, F, [|-ll2) < Njj(e, Hi, ||-ll2) Njj(e, Hj, ||-]l2), it remains to compute Npj(e, Hy, ||-||2) for
k € {i,j}; see, e.g., [Kosorok (2008, lemma 9.25 (ii)). We will show that Nj(e, Hy,||-]l2) =
O(2P+m+2)) - For a given {eh 1. X5}, we can formally identify a specific element hy, € My

through its arguments {ug, ag, B¢, 7,0, v} via hi(eg , o Xis) = hi(eg 4 o Xis5 Uk, 0g, v); With

hk(fz,ts,Xt,s;U/ﬁaq,V) = 1{52,@3 < Dk(Xt,s;uk,Gq,V)}, (B.13)
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where

Dk(Xt,s;u/w aqaﬂq77767 V) = DE [Gq_l(ukv aq) - O[;DI_;'I(F:S; ’Y) + ﬂ;(A(Mta V) - Zt)7 5]7 (B14)

for k € {i,j}, and we reiterate here that 0, = (ag, 3;,7',0")" € © C RP. Since, by assumption,
© is compact, we can assume that oy € [—K,, Ko P>, B, € [-Kpg, KglP?, v € [-K,, K, ]P+P7, and
d € [-Ks, Ks]P?, for finite, non-negative constants K, K3, K, and K;s. To keep the notational
complexity tractable, we drop the subscript &k € {i,5}.

Similar to the proof of part @ of lemma we begin, for a given u € [0,1], with the

construction of brackets by successively covering
(a) De(+590), 6 € [-Ks, Ks]™,
() afIDIZI( 7)), aq € [~ Ko, Ko|P>, v € [- K, KPP, and
(e) BLA(-5v), By € [-Kp, KplP?, v € V.

Step@ By compactness, we can fix a grid {6(V),..., 6} of length N; = O(¢=%%), to cover
[~ K5, K;5]P¢ with Ny balls {B1(9),...,Bn, (8)}, each of radius €; i.e., for each §, there is at least
one iy € Jy = {1,..., Ny} such that § € By, (6) = {0 : |6 — 60| < €2}. Now, for such a number
i1 € J1, assumptionHyields D.(x;6) < De(2;60)) + K€, Ky := sup sup d.(z;8). Thus, for any

€@z eR
x € R, {D.(x;9) : § € [-Kjs, K5]P*} can be covered by Nj brackets

[D.(2;6)) — K162, Do (2;6)) + K1€%], iy € Jh.

Step[(B)} Analogously, fix a grid {7!,...,7™?)} to cover [~K,, K,|P*P» with Ny = O(e2PaP)
balls {B1(7),...,Bn,(7)} each of radius 2. Hence, any + is in at least one ball By, (), i € Jo =
{1,...,Na}. For each such i» € T, fix a grid aél), ce aéNS) to cover the rectangle [— Ky, K,]Pe
with N3 == [e¢=2P« | balls {B;(a),...,Bx,(a)} each of radius €2. Thus, for any v € B;,(7), iz € T2

(i3)

2 and [lag — cv((zi:’)H < €% for some g,

and any a € [~K,, K,]P*, we have ||y — )| < ¢
is € J3 :={1,..., N3}. Hence, by assumptionlE7 we have
g DF (F i ) = al® D! (F i 402)) + [0y D! (s 7) — af) DRt (Fs 719)]

S O‘c(]ig)/Dl_;‘l(F:s; ’y(h)) + 62 Cl (F:s)a
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with ¢ (Fy,) = Q(F:fs)(l—FKa). Therefore, we can cover {a;DEI(FZS; V)t ag € [—Ko, KoJPo, v €

[—Kq, KPP} with brackets of the form

is) y— i i3) = i ; ;
[Oé(ng) DFl(F:s; 'Y( 2)) - €2<1(Ft>fs)aa((13) DFl(F:jS; ’Y( 2)) + €2<l(F:s)]a iz € Ja,i3 € J3.  (B.15)

Step Similar to the two preceding steps, consider a grid {V(l), cery I/(N4)} to cover Vy = {v:
VT|lv — v < K,} with Ny = O(=2"?8) balls {B1(1),...,Bn, (1)} each of radius 2/v/T. For
each iq € Jy == {1,..., N4}, we can fix a grid B,gl), . .,5§N5) to cover the rectangle [—Kpg, K3|P8
with N5 := [e72P# | balls {B1(),...,Bn,(8)} each of radius €. Then, {8/ [A(M;,v) — Z;] : B, €

[—K3, Kg|Ps,v € Vy} can be covered by
[ﬂéiS)/[A(Mt,V(“)) — Z4] — EQCQ(Mt»Zt)yﬁéiS)l[A(Mta’/(u)) —Zi+ 62(2(Mtvzt)]7i4 € Ja,is € Ts,

with Co(My, Z;) = ¢(My) (K, + Kg)/NT — Z;.
Combining steps @ @ and we cover (B.14) uniformly in 6, = (ag, 5}, 0;,7")" and v for

afix y = G;l(u; 6,) via
[Dil,iQ,is,M,is (y’ Xt,s) - K1€27 Dil,ig,i3,i4,i5 (y, Xt,s) + K1€2L ij S \737] = ]-7 ey 57 (B16)

where

Di1 i ,is,iais (v, Xt,s) =D, (y - Olt(zig)/D;“l(F:s; V(iz)) + 5§i5)/[A(Mt, V(m) —Zi] - €2C3(Xt,s)§ 5(i1))7
with
Ca(Xr,0) 1= GQF) + (M, Zy).
Importantly, the indices i; € Jj, j = 1,...,5, can be chosen such that for any 6, = (ay, 5,74, 07)’
and v, the distances [|§ — 5@, |y — )|, |lag — aéi3)\|, v — v()| and |8, — 5qi5)|| are all
bounded from above by €2. Next, recall that G;l(u; 0y) = Gq_l(u; oy, Bq,7,0). Since the brackets
are uniform in 6, it suffices to fix brackets for G;l(u; 0,) uniformly in u € [0,1] for Dy,

and D respectively. Specifically, and similar to the proof of lemma B.1 in |[Akritas and Van

D150y 859

Keilegom| (2001)), we can partition the real line by a total of Ng points for given {i1,...,i5}:
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such that

_ ~ _ 2 . o
Di17iz7i37i4,is (yh,imis,imis,ie’Xt,s)fDil,i'z,is,MJs (yi17i27i3>i47i57i6—1’ Xt,s) < Kae, ig € Jo = {L s

and some K5 € (0,00); see, e.g., van der Vaart| (1994, example 19.6). Similarly, we can let

—00 = Wiy inigsia,is,] < Yinin,iniaris,2 < " < Yinin,in,ia,is,Ne = 00, Ny =

such that

2 - —
Dil,i27i3’i47i5 (_yil,i2,i3,i4,i5,i7v Xt,S)_Dil,iQ,is,u,ia’) (yil,iz,is,i4,i5,i7*17 Xt,s) < Kae™, iz € Jr = {17 s

and some K3 € (0,00). Now, define the following brackets for G;l(u; 0,) € R by

T =1/ . ol
Yis i, isyia,is < Gq (u79q) < Yis yiasiz,iasis

with
T ‘= MaX {Yi, iainisiniis | Yiriisiisiinin.ic < Go t(us0,)}
yil,ig,ig,i4,i5 R Yininizsiasis,ic * Yi1,iz,i3,i4,i5,i6 = q Vg
i6 € J6
i = MiN (T, iniasiniisin © Tisiiniiniisinis = Go (s 0,)}
Yisio iz iasis Yiv yia iz iais,ir * Yiria,is,isyis,ir £ Yg yYq) s

ir € J7

Hence, by the monotonicity of the indicator function, we obtain a total of

7
N=T[I5I=0 (672(%(1+pw)+m(1+m)+pa+2))

j=1

brackets

aNG};

,N7},

(B.17)

* * . * . .
Li, iz g iais (Et,sa Xt,S) < h(st,s, Xy 5 u,0, v) < Ui, isisiais (5t75, Xt,s), i;€J5,7=1,...,5,

defined via

* — 1de* (o] _ 2
Lilai27i37i4yi5 (Et,s’Xt,S) = 1{515,5 < D11,227137Z4”L5 (yil,ig,ig,m,iyxtﬁ) Kie }

Ui17i27i37i47is (6:,37 Xt,S) = 1{5;‘(,3 < Di17i27i37i47i5 (gT ‘Xt,s) + K162}7

11,12,13,14,15°
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whose |||z length is O(e). To see this, note that

H (Ui1,i27i3,i4,i5 _Lil’iz,iz,izx,is)(gzs’ Xt,S) H%

=E[Di, 1g.igiavis (G (30), Xes) = Diy igriguinsis (G (45 64), X )]
+ E[Diyinisinsis B iy i inins Xens) = Divimiasinsis (G (w30,), Xrs)]
+ E[Diy inisinsis (GTH(1;04), Xeos) — Diy g s inis (y}hi%mm, Xy s)] + 2K €2
SE[Diy iginuianis (G (1504), Xis) = Diyigigsinin (G (13 0,), Xy o)) + 2(K1 + Ka)e?
<K3e?, with Kz = 2{K (1 +E[(3(X; ,)]) + K2}.
Therefore, N(e, F,p(-)) = O(e~*P+m+2)) and the claim follows by theorem in conjunction
with assumption
Proof of lemma First, it is shown that U, j.r.5(ui, uj; 04, v) = E[Uy j7r.5(ui, uj; 0,4, v)] +
o(1) uniformly in w;,u; € [0,1], v € Vr, and §, € O for any (i,5) € Gg, ¢ € {1,...,Q}.
Set yi(M;ug,by,v) = G;l(uk;ﬁq) + BA(M,y,v) and define the map v — T(u;,uj,0q,v) =
Gij(yi(Mi;us,0q,v),y;(Mi;uj,0q,v)). For brevity, suppose that v is a scalar. A second-order

Taylor-series expansion around v = v yields
\/TE[T(’U,i, Uyj, tgq, V) — Ci’j (ui, Ujs 9q)] = BE[VVO'(Ml, Vo)]\/T(V — Vo)

x Z 6kGi,j{Gz’_1(uz‘§9q)aGj_l(uﬁaq)?oq}
ke {i.j}
JT , 1 9? _
+[ T(V()_V)] mE[ﬁyQT(ui7uj70q7y) s

where U lies between vy and v. In view of the discussion below equation (B.5)), one readily veri-

fies that the second-order term is asymptotically negligible. Therefore, E[U; ; 7 s(u;, u;; 04, v)] =

VT (E[T (ui,uj, 04, v)] — Cij(ui, ui;0,)]) = Ui jr.s(wisuj; 04, v) +o(1), where it has been used that
0Gi j(wi,x5;0q) = 0,Ci j{Gi(wi; 09), Gj (w3 04); 0} i (i 0g).

Next, by the definition of (B.10]), we have ﬂ/mms(ui, Uj; Ag, V) = C@j’T’S(fffo)qLVi,j’T’S(ui, uj;04,v),
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where f,fy € F, with fy is such that the restriction v = 1 is imposed. By part @ of this
lemma, @i,j,T,s is stochastically equicontinuous. By theorem , it remains to be shown that

p(f — fo) = o(1). To see this, note that the triangle-inequality yields

sup  [|f(&igis) — fo(&iges)ll2

1<t<T,T>1

< > I Xkra(0g) < Gi (ki ) + BAM, 1)} — 1{ Xk 1,5(0g) < BGL " (uns 0g) |2
ke{ij}

Now, set iy = Gy ' (ur; 0,) + A(My,v) and zy, == G} (ux; 0,), so that we have (by the mean-value

theorem) for k € {i,j}

{X k1,5 (0g) < E} — H{ Xk 1,s(0g) < wi}tllz =E[Gr(Zr; 0g)] + Gr(w; 0q) — 2B[Gr(min{ak, Ex}; 04)]

< sup sup g (y; 04)E[|A(My,v)|]
6eOyeR

< sup sup g (y; 0)E[0(M1)][|lv — || = O(1/VT).
0eOyeR

This shows p(f — fo) = O(1/V/T) and, in view of theorem completes the proof.

Proof of lemma (c)} Due to part [(a)] of the lemma and [Andrews and Pollard| (1994} corollary

2.3), we are left with establishing the ‘fidi’-convergence. Similar to step (2) of the proof of propo-
sition this follows from (2001}, theorem 5.11) in conjunction with the Cramér-Wold

device and assumption [F]

B.3 Proof of lemma [B.3

Proof of lemma (a): The functional delta method [cf. |van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996

theorem 3.9.4)] in conjunction with assumption [C|and Biicher and Volgushev| (2013, theorem 2.4.)
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yields for each (i,7) € G4, ¢=1,...,Q:
VT,i,j(Ui, Uy ; S\T,m 5\T,j) = VT,i,j (uiv Uj; 5\T,ia 5\T,j)
— 9;Cq(ui,u Vi jr(us, 1; AT, S\T,j)

— 9;Cqui, u) Vi (1, u5; Ari, Az g) + 0p(1)

—
~—

= Vo (i, ugs Ar gy A g)
— 0iCylus, uy) Vi i (wiy 1; A, Ar )

_ ~ ~ 2
= 0;Cq(ui, ug )V i (1, uj5 Aris A ) + 0p(1) @ op(1).

Ezxplanations: (1) For T sufficiently large, one has, by part of assumption [Ef for any ¢ > 0
and any § > 0

P[ sup |V m(ui us A, Ary) — Vi (ui, ugs A, Arg)| > 6]
Ui, Ui € [071]

<P({Mn7 € Aty k € {i,5}})

+ P[ sup Vi (ui,ugs v, Arg) — Vi (us, wj; Ar, Arj)| > e,
w;,uj € [0,1]

{j\k,T €Ary, ke {%J}}]

+ P{ sup sup |V (ui, ugs Aiy A) — Vi (wiy ugs Aiy Aj)| > €.
A € Ark, k€ {35} ui,u; €10,1]

| >

<

By part part [(b)]of lemma|[B.1] the probability on the right-hand side of the preceding display can be
made smaller than /2, which proves that Vo (us, u;; Mg, M) — Vi j (wis wjs Aris Arj) = op(1)
uniformly in u;,u; € [0,1]. (2) Here, we use the definition of V; ; r, the fact that 9;Cy(u;,1) =

0;Cq(1,u;) =1, and assumption [B| Proof of lemma (b): Follows by similar arguments.

B.4 Proof of lemma [B.4

The proof follows by combining lemma and with [Biicher and Segers| (2013} lemma

7.2) and the integration by parts formula in [Fermanian et al| (2004, p. 854) [see also

(2017) and Berghaus et al] (2017)] in conjunction with assumption [G}
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C Additional Monte Carlo experiments

This section briefly presents additional simulation results for two equidependent factor models that

are also considered in our empirical illustration:

e Design 1A is a (simulable) single-factor model based on equation without estimable
factor (i.e., By = 0). The model differs from the specification considered in |Oh and Patton
(2013} 2017) in that we allow for (o1 # (o,2. The following parametrization is inspired by
the point estimates reported in the second column of Table below: ag = 1.5, {p,1 = 1/5,

Co2 =1/3 and & = —1/5.

e Design 1B allows for an estimable factor but imposes the symmetry restriction £, = 0. We
set the remaining copula parameters accordingly to oy = 1.25, 8y = 4/5, (o1 = 1/5 and
Co,2 = 1/3. For the simulable factor, a transformed GARCH(1,1) innovation is considered;

i.e., Z, = log|Zy|, where
W, =012y, 0} =01 + 102071 +v03WEy, Zi ~ N(0,1),

with 191 = 192 = 0.1 and v 3 = 0.5. As mentioned already in Section |Z|, the logarithmic
transformation fits into the location specification [2.5] considered in our theoretical analysis.
This specification is inspired by the best performing model of our empirical application; see

the discussion surrounding Table

As in our empirical application, we set n = 11 and consider otherwise the same Monte Carlo
setting as in Section [4] Again, the small sample evidence contained in Table [C:I] reveals a good

performance of the proposed simulation-based estimator and the two associated hypothesis tests.
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Table C.1: Simulation results (design 1A & 1B)

n T

1A (simulable)
G, &0 Coz

@Q

1B (estimable)

Co,1 Co2 @  Po

0.2 -0.2 033 1.5

0.2 033 1.25 0.8

11 500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.199 -0.196 0.341 1.492

0.200 -0.196 0.349 1.462

0.009 0.006 0.003 0.060

0.094 0.078 0.051 0.246

4.40 4.60 8.40 4.20
3.80

0.192 0.326 1.325 0.750

0.181 0.330 1.286 0.788

0.016 0.003 0.133 0.061

0.128 0.057 0.372 0.253

3.40 5.80 8.00 8.20
3.60

1,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.199 -0.196 0.334 1.500

0.200 -0.197 0.336 1.497

0.005 0.003 0.001 0.020

0.069 0.052 0.037 0.142

3.60 4.40 7.80 3.00
5.20

0.193 0.332 1.279 0.784

0.190 0.332 1.258 0.800

0.011 0.001 0.047 0.026

0.107 0.036 0.219 0.163

3.20 5.00 5.00 4.40
3.80

1,500 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.201 -0.198 0.335 1.500

0.200 -0.199 0.335 1.493

0.003 0.002 0.001 0.013

0.058 0.044 0.030 0.114

5.00 5.40 8.40 2.80
6.80

0.194 0.332 1.270 0.792

0.190 0.333 1.256 0.799

0.009 0.001 0.031 0.017

0.093 0.028 0.176 0.131

4.20 3.80 3.40 4.20
4.40

2,000 mean
median

var

rmse

t

J

0.202 -0.197 0.331 1.507

0.200 -0.196 0.331 1.507

0.003 0.001 0.001 0.011

0.050 0.036 0.028 0.106

4.00 3.50 9.50 5.00
6.70

0.194 0.331 1.263 0.795

0.183 0.332 1.255 0.816

0.008 0.001 0.027 0.014

0.092 0.030 0.164 0.117

3.50 5.50 6.00 3.50
6.00
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